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VINDICATION 
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FROM 


The Aſperſions of the Country Crercyman’s LETTER in the 
WakxLr MisceLLAny of FEBRUARY 24, 1737. 


Vor. VI. B 


A 


VINDICATION 


OF THE 
A U T H O R 


OF 


Tae DIVINE LEGATION or MOSES, &c. 


FTER having twice offered my Thoughts to the Public, 

on two very important Subjects, and had the Honour to be 
favourably heard, it muft needs be a fufficient Mortification to me 
to be obliged to defcend to fo low a Subject as myfelf. That, and 
the Deference due to the Public, had certainly reftrained this Appeal 
to it, had the Matter terminated there. But when the Accufation 
intended againſt me appeared vifibly deſigned to render a projected 
Defence of Revelation ſuſpected; which, I will preſume (and, as 
the Author of it, the Reader will excuſe me for preſuming) may 
be of fome fmall Service to our Holy Faith, I thought it my Duty 
to vindicate myſelf, in this public Manner, from the dorrid Accuſa- 
tions of a Letter Writer in the Weekly Mifcellany of the 24th of 
February laft. Whether this was the true Motive of this Vindica- 
dication will be beft feen by the Temper in which it is written. 
B 2 The 
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The Letter Writer begins with me in this Manner, A Jate Writer, 
the Author of the Divine Legation of Mofes, &c. is very fevere upon 
Att Clergymen who tske the Liberty of cenfuring the Conduct or ANY 
oF THEIR Breruren. The Paſſage, on which this Accufation is 
founded, is in p. 21 ° of the Dedication I appeal then to the Public, 
whether my & verity falls on thofe who cenfure the conduct of any of 
ther Brethren: or on thoſe, who abufe the whole Body of the 
Clergy, confidered as an Order inſtituted by Chrif, and gſtabliſped by 
the State. 

He goes on. / I am capable of underflanding the Meaning and 
Drift of bis Book, be bad Reafon to apprebend it might draw upon bim 
the Cenfures of all the Clergy who are fincere Friends to Cbriſtianity 
therefore it might be politic to obviate the Force of fuch Animadver fions 
before-band, Had 1 been confcious of deferving the Cenfure of any 
honeft Man, I had done, like thofe who delight in Miſchief; I had 
wounded in the Dark. But when I chofe to write without a Name, 
it was for very contrary Purpofes. When I prefumed to publith 
(in Defence of the Eſtabliſhed Clergy) a Vindication of the Church 
of England, under the Title of The Alliance between Courch and 
State, which furely might deferve their Pardon, left the World. 
mould imagine 1 expected more, 1 put it out without my Name. 
And now writing in the common Caufe of Cérifianity, 1 have 
publicly owned it. For if ever the Sufpicion of being aſhamed of 
the Faith of Jeſus be more carefully to be avoided at one time 
than at another, it muft certainly be in ¢his, when Infidelity is 
become fo reputable as to be efteemed a Teſt of fuperior Parts and 
Difcernment. 

He proceeds. fhall add, that if be really means to defend 
Chriftianity, be bath publiſbed the weake Defence of it that I bave 
ever read. low are we to underſtand him here? Muſt we rectify 
the Propofition thus, If the Author gives this Volume asa Defence 
cf Chriftianity, then it is the weakef ?——-The Confequence will 
then indeed be true. But I had cut off all Pretence for begging the 
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Premiffes. For I have formally and expreffly faid in the Beginning, 
and repeated it towards the End, that the Defign of this Volume 
was only preparatory to the Defence of Revelation, and to prove 
the ufe of Religion in general, and the Doctrine of a future State in 
farticular to Civil Scciety. And had I not faid tbis, the Book itfelf 
would thew that it is no more a Defence of Cbriſtianity than the firſt 
Propofition of the three Terms is a Syllogifm. 

But if the Letter Writer means, what his Words exprefs, 
That if I bave a ferious Purpofe of defending Chriftianity, this Volume 
is the weakeft Defence? his Premiſſes will be true indeed, but then 
they will have no relation to his Conclufion. For it does not fol- 
low from thoſe Premiſſes, that this és any Defence at all; any more 
than that, if I had a ferious Purpoſe of building a Houſe, the 
Foundation-ftones were that Houfe. 

The Deference due to the Public, from fo obfcure a Writer as 
myſelf, was the true Reafon why this firft Part came out ſepa- 
rately ; the Author not prefuming to obtrude a voluminous Work 
upon it till he had fome Affurance of its Willingnefs to receive it. 
But the fame regard that obliged me to this Conduét, would not 
fuffer me to make a Secret of the Medium by which I pretended to: 
eftablith my Demonftration, efpecially as it had the Fortune to be 
generally efteemed a Paradox, I therefore gave the Proof in form 
two Years ago in the Appendix to The Alliance between Church and 
State. There it is to be found; and had the Letter Writer, in- 
ftead of indulging his monſtrous Sufpicions of the Author, turned 
himſelf to making Objections to his Argument, he might poſſibly 
have then as much ferved Truth as he now has violated Charity, 

He goes on,—He is a warmer Advacate for Dr. ——, who denin 
the Divine Inſpiration of the Scriptures, than for the Scriptures shem- 
Jelves. How warm an Advocate J am for him, we thal! ce by and 
by; how rue an Accujer the Letter Writer is of nim, we fhall 
examine at prefent. Dr. fays *, if is wsCESSARY 10 believe 
of the Scriptures in general that they are divinely inſpired; and that 
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all which he denies is, that the Scriptures are of abfolute and uni- 
viral Infgiration*. He thews that Tillotfon and Grotius were of 
the fame Opinion, who, he charitably preſumes, were Cbriſtiant. 
Aud as he tells his Friends and Acquaintance the fame he tells the 
Public, the Letter Writer muft excufe me, if I believe a Man whofe 
Candour, Sincerity, Benevolence, and Charity I have experienced, 
before bim, who has not given me the Pleafure of remarking in him 
any of thoſe Chriftian Qualities. 

But 1 would not have the Letter Writer infer, that, becaufe he 
has been pleafed to make me Dr. s Advocate, I am to be 
reſponſible for his Opinions. I differ widely from him in the 
Matter of In/piration, and as widely in fome others. But we can 
differ from each other, and avow and maintain our Difference of 
Opinion, without Violation of common Humanity, Friendſhip, or 
Chriftian Charity. I will give the Letter Writer another Inftance 
of Difference in Opinion between us, from this very Book he fo 
much condemns. The Writer of the Defence of the Letter to Dr. 
W. p. 45. fays,——Is the Notion of the Divine Origin of the Law 
and Infpiration of Mofes to be refolved into Fiction, or Fable, or 
Political Lying? No, far be it from me to think or fay fo. But this per- 
haps one muy venture to fay, that the Suppofition of fome Degree of 
Such Fiction may pofibly be found necęſſary to the ſolving the Difficulties 
of tke Mofaic Writings, without any Hurt to their Authority, or Ad- 
vantage to Infidelity. I am, as I fay, of a different Opinion. The 
Writer endeavours to fupport bis by feveral Arguments; amongſt 
which one is, he Profefions and Example of the ancient Sages and 
Legiflators. Now, in the fecond Section of my Third Book I have 
Meyired into the Principles that induced the ancient Sages and 
Legillaurs to deem it lawful to deceive for the Public Good; in 
the Difcover; of which, I think, I have made it evident shat thofè 
Reafons or Pringles could have no Place amongſt the Founders 
and Propagators of tin Fewifb and Chriftian Religions. This Truth 
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(as well as ſeveral others interſperſed throughout this Firft Volume, 
and which may perhaps give Offence to the indifcreet Zeal of the 
Letter Writer) is in my next Volume applied and inforced to the 
Overthrowing that Opinion shat fome Degree of Fiction may be ne- 
egſary, Sc. And even in tbis I could not forbear, in the moft 
confpicuous Place of my Book, to ſhew the Ufe of it, as may be 
feen by theſe Words of the Contents, B. III. S. 2. Te Princi- 
ples, that induced the ancient Sages to deem it lawful to deceive for 
Public Good in Matters of Religion, are explained AND SHEWN TO 
BE SUCH AS HAD NO PLACE IN THE PROPAGATION on GENIUS OF 
THE JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN RELIGION. 

But I am a warm Advocate for Dr. ——. In what? I have called’ 
him a very formidable Adverfary to the Free Thinkers. And I think 
I had Reaſon: For the Arguments he hath ufed for the Truru of 
Corifianity againſt Tindal have never yet been anſwered by them, 
nor I think ever can. I fay for the Truth of Cbriftianity ; for his 
Reafonings, from p. 59 to 64%, relate only to its Truth, and can: 
be underftood in no other Senfe. After this, to think he would 
have Chriſtianity fupported only becaufe.it is ufeful, is fuch a Way 
of interpreting a. Writer as my Charity will never fuffer to fol- 
low. 

The Opinion I have of Dr. *s Abilities, and of the Sincerity 
of his Profeffions, were the true Reafons of that Efteem I exprefs 
for him; being defirous of allaying all Difguft, if any hath ariſen 
in him, from the Treatment of his lefs candid Adverſaries; and of 
engaging him to a further and more compleat Vindication of our 
Holy Faith, at a. Time when the good Difpofitions of the meaneſt 
Advocate for Revelation fhould not, I think, in Prudence be dif- 
couraged : Nay, was I fo unhappy to think of Dr. —— as ths 
Letter Writer is difpofed to do, 1 thould yet be inclined to behave 
myfelf very differently towards him. I fhould be fo far from 
eftranging him further from the Faith by uncharitable Anatliemas, 
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that 
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that I ſhould do all I could to court and allure him to Cérifianity, 
by 1 inking well of its Profefors. Thus much, I conceive, Cérifian 
C+. ity would require; and how far Cérifiian Policy would per- 
fuade, let the Learned fay, who know what Ornament his Pen 
would be to the Chriftian Faith, and his equamtance of what Ex- 
ample his Morals to Chriftian Practice. 

But the Letter Writer, having taken it into his Head, that Dr. 
——'s true Sentiments are, that Chrifianity can only be defended 
as uleful in the prefent Circumftances of Life, makes, as it would 
feem, this Imagination the Key to my real Sentiments and Defigns 
in defending Revelation. Hence thofe ſtrange Expreflions——Jf I 
em capable of underflanding the Meaning and Drift of bis Bool be 
muf excufe me, if I fufpe his Faith and condemn bis Boo. 755i 
I am fure of, the Author muf be a fubtile Enemy to Revelation, or a 
very indifereet Friend muf own be bas left me in no Doubt. 
Now if thofe be Dr. s true Sentiments, which yet I no more 
believe than that Tinda / was a Cbriſtian in his Heart, I thall not 
ſeruple to fay that he whom I called one of the moft formidable of 
the Free-Thinkers Adverfaries, is indeed one of the weakeft and 
moft contemptible. But if they be mine, after all I have faid in 
this Volume, I will not ſeruple to fay, that That Character would 
be far too mild for me; and that it would be but Juſtice to 
efteem me the moft abandoned Writer that ever appeared in any 
Caute. 

Let us now take this Key, and apply it to what I have written. 
And it will indeed thoroughly ferve the Letter Writer’s declared Pur- 
poſe to leffen my Credit. For it will make the whole Volume a Heap 
of Abfurdities and Contradictions. But lay aſide this vifionary Key, 
and let me be interpreted by thofe common Rules that all Mankind 
have ever ufed in underftanding one another, and then it will be 
feen I could not poffibly have had any other Intention than ro 
PROVE MOSES TO BE A TRUE PROPHET SENT IMMEDIATELY AND 
EXTRAORDINARILY FROM Gop.—] pretend to do it from Mofes’s 

Omiſſion 
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Omiſſion of the Doctrine of a future State; which under an anegual 
Providence, is (as I have fhewn in this Book, that being the only 
End of writing it) abfolutely neceſſary to Society. From whence 
I conclude Mofés’s Pretenfions were true: who affured the I/raelites 
that God had chofen them to be his People, had condefcended to 
be their King, and would confequently govern them by au 
EQUAL, that is an EXTRAORDINARY Provipence; which Con- 
clufion (that appears almoft felf-evident) I employ my fecond 
Volume to fupport, illuftrate, and free from Objections. 

Hence it appears on what Account I fo much infit on the Ufe- 
Sulnefs and Necefity of Religion in general, and the Doctrine of a 
future State in particular to Society. The Courfe of my Argument, 
and all the Rules of Logic, obliged me to this Conduct: And in- 
deed I thought it the peculiar Happinefs of my Argument that 
they did fo; for I fuppofe, till the Infidels be convinced that Reli- 
gion is w/eful to civil Society, they will never be brought to believe 
it true. 

I now haſte to the other Part of the Lettcr-writer’s Charge, left 
he fhould be tempted, in his Impatience, to repeat it; and fay 
again, that I am a warmer Advocate for Dr. than for the 
Scriptures. The Reader, who has never feen my Book, will natu- 
rally conclude from theſe Words, that either I had undervalued 
Scripture, or at leaft neglected a fair Opportunity of vindicating it. 
He will be furprifed to be told that the latter Part of the Charge 
was only for compleating the Antithefis. So indeed it appears to ine; 
but the Reader fhall judge for himfelf. 

There are but two Places in this Volume, in which I had Occa- 
fion to make Obſervations on the Scripture; the one is at p.117, 
where I endeavour to fhew that the Argument which the Com- 
mentators ufe to prove the Pentateuch (againſt Spineſa and others) 
to be written by Mofes, is a very ftrong and folid one. The other 
is at p. 83. where I fay, that the New Teftament does not contain 
any regular or compleat Sytem or Digef of moral Laws; the occa- 

Vol. VI. C fonal 
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fonal Precepts there delivered, how excellent and divine foever, arifing 

only from Conjunélures and Circumflances that were the Subjects of 
tak Preachings or Writings, in which Juch Precepts are found, For 
the ref, far a gencral Knowledge of the whole Body of moral Duty, the 
great Puadeti of the Law of Nature is beld open by it to be fearched 
and fudied. Finally, fays the Apoflle Paul, whatfoever Things are 
true, G.. 

I fuppofe then, if the Letter Writer had any particular Meaning, 
this was the Place that was to juftify him in faying that I was no 
warm Advocate for the Scriptures. But does the New Teflament 
contain any fuch compleat or regular Syſtem? will the Letter Writer 
fay fo? will any one befides fay fo? How weak and indifcreet a 
Friend foever he may pleafe to think me of Religion, I will affure 
the Reader, that as 1 make it one Point of my Religion to fay 
nothing but what I think the Truth, fo I do not ufe to throw about 
thofe Truths at random. The Obiervation was here neceffary to 
overthrow the moft pernicious Doctrine that ever infected Society. 
If it was true, then, it was not untimely urged. But had the 
Letter Writer had a little Patience, he would have feen in the fecond 
Volume (as that will be the Cafe of many other Truths interfperfed 
throughout the firft) that, by the Affiftance of this very. Truth, I 
overthrow a prevailing Notion, which I ſuppoſe He, no more than 
J. will think very orthodox, namely, thet CUriſtianiiy is ONLY a 
Republication of the Religion of Nature. 

This, I can aſſure the Reader, is the Cafe of all other Principles 
occafionally laid down in this firft Volume, which are not only 
here ufed to prove the Ufefulnefs and Truth of Religion in gene- 
sal, but are in the next Volume applied to prove the Truth of 
Revelation in particular. To give one Inftance at prefent, in 
the fixth Sec ion of the fecond Book, I have attempted to ex- 
plain the Nature of Paganifm, as diſtinguiſhed from true Re- 
velation; where 1 have fhewn, that though they abounded 


in 
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in pretended Revelations, they were utter Strangers to the Idea of 
one Revelation’s being founded upon, or the Completion of another. 
This Principle I apply and inforce in the fecond Volume againft the 
fourth Chapter of Collins’s Grounds and Reafons of the Chriftian Re- 
ligion, where he lays it down for one of his fundamental Principles 
(againft all Antiquity and Fact) that it is 4 common and neceſſary 
Method for new Revelations to be built and grounded on precedent Reve- 
lations. See p. 20—26. 

The Letter Writer proceeds Mr. Warburton modefily fays, 
they [the Englith Clergy] bave undertaken to prove Chrifianity 
without underflanding it. As in the Cafe before, about cenſuring 
the Conduct of Clergymen, the Letter Writer turned what I faid 
in general of the Body, particularly, to Individuals ; fo here, by a 
ftrange Perverfity, he turns what I faid particularly of fome cer- 
tain Perfons, generally, to the Englifb Clergy. My Words are 
thefe, p. 2. Who, in this long Controverfy between us and the Deifts, 
hath not applied to certain late Advocates of Revelation what was 
formerly faid of Arnobius and Lactantius, that they undertook the 
Defence of Chriftianity before they underflood it? 

But have none but Enxgliſbmen wrote of late in Defence of 
Cbriftianity? Have no Engliſbmen but the Engliſs Clergy wrote 
in Defence of it? If neither of thefe Queſtions can be anfwered 
in the Negative, I would afk a third, What poſſeſſed the Letter 
Writer to bear Witnefs againft me, to the World, that I have 
any where faid shat the Engliſb Clergy have undertaken to prove 
Cbriſtianity without underflanding it? I folemnly declare, that in 
the Paſſage above quoted I meant no Engli/h Clergyman what- 
foever. So far from that, I exprefsly fay, in p. 19 of the Dedi- 
cation, that the Clergy of the ¢flablifoed Church are they who 
bave been principally watchful in the Common Caufe of Chrif- 
tianity, and MOST SUCCESSFUL in repelling the Infults of its Ene · 
mies. I muft appeal then, this fecond Time, to the Public for 
Juſtice. : 

C2 As 
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As I was cold in Defence of Scripture in general, fo my next 
Charge is, that I have undervalued the Evidence arifing from Mi- 
racles, Would the Reader know how ?——Hardly, by faying, 
as l expretsly do, p. 3, that Men have proved our Religion actualſy 
divine thereby. But this went for nothing, becaufe I faid in the 
fame Place, that the external Evidence (in which Miracles are 
included) is not capabie of firit Demonſtration; but that the In- 
ternal is. Now here might be fome Pretence for ſaying I 
over · value internal Fvidence: But by what K ind of Logic it 
could be inferred that, sberefore, I undervalued Miracles, 1 know 
not. 

The Letter Writer next turns (as it would feem) from me to 
thofe who deny the Divinity of Chrift, the Merits of bis Death, 
the Obligation and Effects of the Sacraments, and the Doctrine of 
Grace. But it is but ſceming. Ee appears willing that theſe 
falls Opinions fhould be thought mine: For having charged me 
with horrid Crimes, without Shadow of Proof or Probability, he 
would cover the Scandal by infinuating me guilty of Heterodoxy ;: 
or why elſe did he lead his Reader to the very Door of Calumny, 
by artfully joining me, as undervaluing Miracles, to one of these, who 
he fays denies the Truth of one of them?. 

But the Letter Writer thould have confidered, if this was his 
Deſign, that in this very Book I affirm more than once or twice, 
that the Dorine of Redemption is the Foundation, and of the very 
Effence of Cbriſtianily. He fhould have known that all or moft of 
thofe true Chriſtian Doctrines mentioned above are contained. in 
the D. Arine of Redemption. 

There are, and thofe eſteemed fincere Chriſtians too, who would 
have taken the Names of Infidel and Heretic for Favours at the 
Hand of the Letter Writer. But I am ofa different Humour. 
Thefe Titles have no Charms for me, I have lived fome Time 
in the World; and, bleſſed be Gon, without giving or taking Of- 
Jence. This Time has been ſpent in my Parifh Church (for I am 

a Country 
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2 Country Clergyman, and reſide conftantly on my Cure) in the 
Service of my Neighbour, in my Study, and in the Offices of filial 
Piety, 

*© With lenient Arts t'extend a Mother's Breath, 

s Make Languor fmile, and ſmooth the Bed of Death, 

% Explore the Thought, explain the afking Eye, 

4% And keep awhile one Parent from the Sky.” 


Excefs of Zeal in fuch as the Letter Writer, and Defect of Re- 
ligion in others of better Breeding, fo efface theſe Feelings of 
Nature, that I could hardly have known how to have told. them, 
had I not both the Example, and the fine Words too, of one of 
the politeft Men of the Age to keep me in Countenance. The: 
Time fpent in my Study has been employed in confirming my 
own Faith againſt the erroneous Opinions the Letter Writer has. 
raked together, and shen, in planning a Work to confirm my 
Brethren. All the Reward I ever had, or ever expect to have 
here, is the Teftimony of a good Confcience within Doors, and a: 
good Name without. The firft no Man can take from me; the 
other, this Letter Writer, in the moft unchriſtian Manner, has at- 
tempted to invade: 
But I heartily forgive him: And inftead of putting un 
charitable Conſtructions on his fecret Intentions, will believe, 
though I know no more of him than by his Letter, that he is. 
ffucere, and only unhappily agitated by a furious Zeal for the Caufe 
of Gop and Religion; inftead of thinking be ought to be bindered 
from any farther Advancement. in the Church. If the Want of that 
be the Caufe of his Spleen and Virulency, I heartily with it may 
be ſpeedily removed: nay, that the Letter he has wrote againtt 
me may contribute towards it. Inſtead of ng any warm En- 
deavours to leffen his Credit, which he profeſſes in fo many Words. 
to be his Purpofe agaiuſt me, 1 with him all Increafe of Reputa- 
tion and Honour: and inftead of infulting him with the Words. 
he 
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he fcems to apply to me pray for the Forgivene/s and Conver- 
fen of ull bad Men, E will afiure him, that 1 pray for bim as a 
Brother. 

I have only one Word more to add: I have preſumed to appeal 
to the Public, in a Matter indeed that little concerns it, yet per- 
haps of fome Moment in the Confequence and Example. But 
whatever Neceſſity I now found myſelf under of not fubmitting to 
fo falie a Charge, the Public need not be under Apprehenfions that 
I thall ever give them a fecond Trouble of the fame K ind. It 
mutt be fome ftrange Provocation indeed that can make me repeat 
it. For if I can forgive Injuries of this Kind, it is fure no hard 

‘afk to detpite them. In a Word, I have made my Defence againſt 
thefe Calumnies now once for all; and my Enemies muft pardon 
me, if I decline to be drawn in, into a Controverfy of this Nature: 
or to be drawn of from the Subject I have commenced in Defence 
of Revelation. And, by the Grace of Gop, no uncbriſtian Treat- 
ment thallever make me languid or remifs in vindicating the Truth 
of the Chriflian Cauſe. Whether I am a weak Defender of Chrifi- 
anity mutt be fubmitted to the Judgment of the Public. But I am 
perſuaded that That Public will ſuſpend all Severity of Judgment 
till they fee the whole Performance: and then, 1 hope, thofe who 
now think I have advanced a Paradox that cannot be fupported, 
will be of another Opinion. But if it ſhould not be my good 
Fortune to make out my Point to their Satisfaction, yet I ſhould 
hope they will pafs a more equitable Conſtruction on the Attempt 
than the Letter Writer has thought fit to do; and make all favour- 
able Allowances for the Newnefs and Difficulty of the Subject, 
and the many incidental Points touched upon, which will, I hope, 
be thought by all Perfons of Equity, Candor, and good Learning, 
to have their Ute. In the mean Time, I can fay with great Truth, 
and, | hope 1 may do it with Modefly, that what I offer to the 
Public concerning Tbe Divine Legation of Mofes is not a hafty fud- 
der Thought, and what has appeared flattering to me upon its firft 
Appearance 
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Appearance only; as fuch Things often ftrike, which, upon Review, 
give no Satisfaction. But this has been long the Subject of my 
Thoughts; often laid by, and then again, at proper Intervals, re- 
fumed, reviewed, and turned on all Sides. What then I have been 
in no Hafte to approve after carefully weighing and examining every 
Part, 1 ſhall hope the equitable Reader will be in no Hafte to 
condemn or fufpect while he has feen only one. 


A CRITICAL 


A 
CRITICAL awn PHILOSOPHICAL 


COMMENTARY 


ON 


Mr. POP E’s ESS AY on MAN. 


IN WHICH IS CONTAINED 
A VINDICATION or tHe am ESSAY 
From the MisREPRESENTATIONS of 
Mr. DE RESNEL, the French Tranflator, 
AND OF 


M. DE CROUS AZ, 
Proſeſſor of Philofophy and Mathematics in the Academy of Las/aaw, the Commantaton. 


“ Vide quam iniqui funt divinorum munerum aflimatores etiam quidam 
„ Proresst SAPIENTIAM.” SEN. 


ed 
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TOMY 


WORTHY FRIEND 


RALPH ALLEN, Esa 


SIR, 


GIVE myfelf the pleafure of converfing with you, in this 

Form ; as I fee you lefs under the Idea of a Patron, than of a 
joint Labourer with me in the Service of Mankind. For while I 
attempt to explain the Theory of this divine Philofophy of Univer- 
Jal Benevolence, you illuftrate it by your Practice. At mof there- 
fore I can but offer you the Essay on Man, fet in a juft Light, 
as a Mirrour for your Cabinet ; where you may behold the perfect 
Image of your own Mind: And the Works of this Artift, who is 
beholden only to Truth for their Poliſn and their Luftre, you are 
tvo well acquainted with to ſuſpect them of Flattery. To preferve 
the Luftre of this Mirrour was the fole Purpofe of the following 
Letters. For the dull Breath of Malice had attempted to defile its 
Purity; and, by ftaining it with the black Imputation of Fatalifin, 
to tarnith every Virtue it reflected. 

It hath been obferved in Phyfics, that Nature never gave an Ex- 
cellence, but the at the fame time produced its contrary, with 
Qualities peculiarly adapted to its Deſttuction. As we fee how 
this ferves the wife Ends of Providence, by keeping us in that State 

D2 of 
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of Laperfeclion and Def endence in which it hath pleafed the Author of 
all Things to place us, we need not be much furprifed to find 
the fame Phenomenon in the moral World: In no Inftance more 
apparent than in the Dodfrine of Fate, which, almoft cozval 
with the Prachice of Virtue, is yet altogether the Deſtruction 
of it. 

But as there is not that Decay, nor Degeneracy of Good, in the 
natural as in the moral World; fo neither is there that increafe of 
Evil. I fay this chiefly with regard to the Doétrine of Fate, which 
hath been fill growing, from Age to Age, in Abſardity and Im- 
piety : And therefore no Wonder, that Virtue, whofe ſpecifie Bane 
it is, ſhould proportionably ficken and decline. 

Indeed, it topped rot till it became like the Tree in the Chal- 
dean's Nilion, which reached to Heaven, and extend:d over the 
c 50 Earth; and received all the irrational and impure Creation, 
Lirds, Beafts, and Inſcels, to its Stade and Shelter. 

‘To conſider Fate in its Growth and Progrefs, it divides itfelf into 
four principal Branches. 

The firl and earlieft is that which aroſe from the ftrange and 
prodigious Events in the Life of Man: Where the amazed Be- 
holder obferving the Ends of human Wifdom fo perpetually defeated, 
even when ſupported by the likelieft Means, concluded that nothing 
lefs than an over-ruling Fate had traverfed his well-conduéted De- 
figns. This early Concluſion concerning God's Government here, 
trom Obfervations on Civi? Events, was again inferred in After- 
ages, by another Set of Men, with regard to his Government bere- 
after, from their Contemplations on Religious; while, from an 
utter Inability to penetrate the Deſigus of Providence in its par- 
tial Revelations to Mankind, they concluded that Fate or Pree 
deflination had determined of our future, as well as prefent 
Happinefs. Theſe, which are only different Modifications of the 
fame imaginary Power, may be called the PoPULAR and RELI- 


cious Fate. 
The 
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The fecond kind arofe from a fuppofed moral Influence of the 
heavenly Bodies : founded in an early Superftition that the Hero-Gods 
had migrated into Stars. It was firt underftood to be confined 
to Communities, as fuch were the more immediate Care of thefe 
Herces while living: But the fame Confiderations which produced 
the firft Species of Fate, ina little time, extended it to Particulars. 
And this is the civil or AsTROLOGIC Fate. Hitherto, Free- will 
was only curbed, or rendered ufelefs. To annihilate it quite, 
needed all the Power of Philfophy. So true is the Obfervation, 
that without Philofophy Man can hardly become either thoroughly 
abfurd or. miferable. 

The Soph, in his profound Inquiries into human Nature, and 
on what it is we do, when we judge, deliberate, and refolve, 
came at length to this fhort Conclufion, That the Mind is no more 
than a Machine, and that its Operations are determined in the fame 
Manner that a Balance is inclined by its Weights. This abfolute 
Neceflity of Man's Actions is the third Species of Fate, called the 
PHILOSOPHIC. 

From this, to the /af, that is to fay, the Neceſſity of Gops, 
was an eafy Step. For when, from the very Nature of Mind 
and Will, the Philaſapher had demonſtrated the Abfurdity of Free- 
dom in Man, the fame Conclufion would hold as to all other Beings 
whatfoever. And this is the ATHEISTIC Fate. 

Thefe, Sir, were the glorious Effects of Prine: which our in- 
comparable Friend, with fo good Reafon, efteems the Source of 
all our Mifery and Impiety. The Pride of accounting for the 
Ways of Providence begot the two firft Species: and the Pride 
of comprehending the Effences of Things, the two latter. Ab! 
mifera mens bominum, quo te Fata fepifimé trahunt! In the Name 
of Paul, if one might be allowed to atk, What ſball deliver us 
from the Body of this Fate? which hangs about the Soul like 
that Punifhment of the ancient Tyrant, who bound dead Bodies to 


the living. I anfwer, the Religion of Jesus: which hath inſtructed 
us 
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u ar clearly in the Nature of Man, as in the Nature of God; in 
tac Subject, as well as in the Object, of Worthip. A Vorſbip found- 
ed, as Reaſon and Confcience tell us it ought, on thefe two great 
Vrinciples, the Frespom and the Weakness of Man. The firit, 
making vur Approach to God a REASONASLE Service ; the latter, 
God's Approach to us a Covenant or Grace. And this, Sir, is 
that glorious Gofpel, which you are not afhamed to adore, as able 
42 put to Silence the Ignorance of foolifo Men. 

And, in fact, the fafbionable Reafoner is now gone over to the 
Caufe of Liberty; but {till true to his overweening Pride, is gone 
over—in the other Extreme. Let the Fatalift talk what he pleafes 
of the Mind's being a Ballance; if its Operations be mechanical, 
I am fure it is more like a Pendulum, which, when well leaded, is 
inceffantly {winging from one fide to the other. For the vain 
Reafoner is now as much difpofed to deny the Weeknefi of the 
Mind, as before to deny its Freedom. Hence it is, we fee the 
Cérifian Doctrine of Grace defpifed and laughed at; and the 
Means inftituted by its Founder for obtaining it, as impioufly as fo- 
phittically, explained away. Vet without human Freedom Religion 
in general is 2 Farce; and but on the Truth of human Weakne/s, the 
Religion of Jeſus, a Falfehood. 

With regard then to Free-will, what necd we more than the 
Declaration of Religion? The fimple-minded Man naturally fup- 
pofes it; the good Man feels it; the thinking Man underftands it; 
and nothing but vain Philofpby holds out both againſt Nature 
and Grace: Not fo openly indeed as formerly; but {till as ob- 
ftinately. The ableſt Advocates of Necefity now inveloping it in 
Syf.ms ; and infinuating it in all the artful Detours of what they 
call a fuficient Reaſon. 

None have gone farther, or with more Succefs, into this Con- 
trivance than the famous Leibnitz; who, with great Parts and Ap- 
plication of Mind, had an immoderate Ambition of becoming 
Founder of a Sect. He firft attempted to raife a Name, like the 

Heroes 
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Heroes of old, by the Invafion of another’s Property: But being 
detected and repulfed, he turned himfelf to Invention; and framed 
an Hypethvfis in direct Oppoſition to that Theory which he before 
feemed willing to have made his own. This Hypothefs, founded 
in a refined Fatalifm, he chofe to deliver by Hints only, and in 
piece · meal; which, at the fame time that it gave his Scheme an 
Air of Depth and Myftery, kept its Abfurdities from being obferved. 
So that it foon made its Fortune amongft the German Wits; who 
were not out of their way when they took the fame deep and 
cloudy Road with their Mafter. It was no Wonder then, that this 
ſhould raife a Jealoufy in the Advocates of Religion, and make the 
warmer fort of them (not the beft at a charitable Diftinétion, though 
great Logicians) to miftake their Friends for their Enemies. 

Amongſt other Follies of this kind, it brought down a Storm of 
Calumny on the Essay on Max; and, in its Turn, occafioned 
this Vindication of our inimitable Poet. A fhort, and an eaſy Taſk. 
For my Point, you know, Sir, was not to expofe the Ab/urdity of 
Fate; but to prove the Effay free from a Doctrine, which my Ad- 
verfary and I agreed to be an Abfurdity. But if any one, confid- 
ing in the Tricks of Sophiftry under the cloudy Conveyance of 
Metaphyfics, would difpute this Point with us; 1 ſhall give up my 
Share of him to my Adverfary, and leave him entirely to the 
Mercy of his Logic. All the Anfwer he muft expect from me, 
is of that kind with the Philoſopher's, who, diſputing with one 
who denied local Motion, only ufed his Legs, and walked out of 
his Company: That is to fay, I ſhall decline his Challenge merely 
for the Exercife of my Freedom. And indeed, what other Anfwer 
does he deſerve, who refufes to acquiefce in that Consciousness of 
Freedom which every plain Man has, on reflecting upon what paſſes 
in his Mind when he thinks and acts? 

But yet, it may be worth while to remark the Nature of this 
Confcioufneft ; from which alone (as I think, Sir, 1 have had the, 


Pleafure to obferve to you in our Converfation on thefe Subjects) 
Freedom 
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Freedon of Will may be demonſtrated to all but the downright 
Atheift. It will, I ſuppoſe, be allowed to be an Impreſſion on the 
Mind, made by Refexion, as ſtrong as any of thofe made by Sen- 
fitim. And ture he muft be as blind as even blind Fate can 
make him, who does not fee thus far at leaſt. So that the only 
queſlion is. whether it be, like them, ſubject to Deception? I 
anſwer, No. And firft, for a natural Realon, As the Organs cf 
Senfe are not employed to convey the Intelligence: But fecondly 
and principally, for a moral one, As there would be nothing left 
to redrefs the wrong Reprefentation. For, Reaſon, which per- 
forms this Office in the falfe Impreffions of Senfe, is the very Fa- 
culty employed in making the Jmprefions of Reflexion. Were thefe 
therefore liable to the fame Kind of Deception, we fhould be un · 
avoidably led into and kept in Error by the natural Frame and 
Conftitution of Things. Brt as this would reflect on the Author 
of Nature, no Theift, I prefume, will be inclined to admit the 
Confequence. If the Fatals? thould reply, that Reaſon, when well 
exercifed and refined, does here, as in the falfe Imprefions of Senfe, 
lay open the Delufion; this, I muft tell him, is the very Folly 
we complain of: That, when Things are fubmitted to the Arbitre- 
ment of Reafon, her Award fhould be rejected while ſtanding in 
the Road of Nature, with all her Powers and Faculties entire ; 
and not thought worthy to be heard, till made giddy in the airy 
Heights of Metapbyfcs, and racked and tortured by all the Engines 
of Sophiftry: In a word, when Reafon is no more herfelf; but 
{peaks as her Keepers and Tormentors dictate. 

However, it is not the looking within only, that affures the 
Theift of his Freedom. What he may obferve abroad of the horrid 
Mifchiefs and Abfurdities arifing from the Doéfrine of Fate, will 
fully convince him of this Truth. It fubverts and annihilates 4 
Religion: For the Belief of Rewards and Puniſhments, without 
which 20 Religion can fubfift, is founded on the Principle of Man’s 
being an accountable Creature; but when Freedom of Will is want- 


ing, 
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ing, Man is no more fo than a Clock or Organ. It is likewife 
highly injurious to Society: For whoever thinks himfelf no longer 
in his own Power, will be naturally inclined to give the Reins to 
his Paſſions, as it is ſubmitting to that Fate which muft at laft ab- 
folutely turn and direct them. 

But, after all, the moft powerful Argument for Freedom, I confefs, 
Sir, is fuch a Life as yours. Of which, though I could fay much, 
and with Pleafure, I will only fay that it has made me, in common 
with every one who knows you, 


Your obliged, 
Your affectionate, and 


Your faithful Servant, 


May +8, 1742. 


W. WARBURTON. 


Vor. VI. E PRE- 
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HERE are two forts of Writers, 1 mean the BrcoT and the 
FREE-THINKER, that every honeſt Man in his Heart efteems 
no better than the Peſts of Society; as they are manifeftly the Bane 
of Literature and Religion. And whoever effectually endeavours to 
ferve either of Thefe, is fure immediately to offend both of Thofe. 
For, the Advancement of Literature is as favourable to true Piety, 
as it is fatal to Super/lition ; and the Advancement of Religion as pro- 
pitious to real Knowledge as difcrediting to vain Science. 

The Author of the following Letters, who hath aimed at leaft to 
do this Service, by his Writings, regarding thefe two forts of Men, 
as the irreconcileable Enemies of his defign, began without any 
Ceremony (for he was not difpofed, for their Sake, to go about) to 
break through thofe lumpith impediments they had thrown acroſs 
the Road of Truth; and laboured to clear the way, not only for 
himfelf, but for all who were difpofed to follow him. In which 
it fared with him as it fometimes happens to thofe who undertake 
to remove a public Nuifance for the Benefit of their Neighbourhood, 
where the nicer Nofes hold themſelves offended even in the Service 
thus undefervedly rendered to them. For notwithftanding our 
Author hath taken all Opportunities, and even ſougbt out Occafions 
to celebrate every Writer, living or dead, who was any way re- 
ſpectable for Knowledge, Virtue, or Piety, in whatever Party, Sect, 
or Religion, he was found, efpecially fuch as he had the Misfortune 
to diſſent from, and this fometimes with fo liberal a hand as to give 
offence on that fide likewife ; though he hath done this, I fay, yet 

E2 having, 
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having, for the Reafons above, declared eternal War with Bigofry 
and Free-thinking, the ſtrong, yet ſincere Colours in which he hath 
drawn the Learning, Senfe, Candour, and Truth of thofe Subjects 
in which thefe noble Qualities are moft eminent, have been cen- 
fured as Infolence and Satire, and a Tranſgreſſion of all the bounds 
of Civility and Decorum. But he will not be eafily induced, by 
the Clamours of the falfely Delicate, to betray the Interefts of all 
that is good and valuable amongft Men, in complaifance to their 
Notions of Politenefs. Tis no time to ſtand upon ceremony when 
Religion is ftruggling for Life; when the whole Head is fick, and 
the whole Heart faint. 

The Bigot, who, between a corrupt Will, and a narrow Under- 
ſtanding. imputes odious Defigns to his Adverfaries, and impious 
Confequences to their Opinions, is not, I fuppofe, to be compli- 
mented, either into Senfe or Honeſty. The Writer here confuted is 
amongft the chief of them. And it is not impoffible but the recent 
Memory of the like Ufage our Author himfelf met with from others 
of the fame leaven, might give him a quicker Senfe and ftronger Re- 
ſentment of the Injury done his Neighbour. 

As for the Tribe of Free-thinkers, Toland, Tindal, Collins, Coward, 
Blount, Strutt, Chub, Dudgeon, Morgan, Tillard, aud their Fellows, 
the mortal Foes both of Reafou and Religion, injured Wit as well 
as Virtue, by the Mouth of their happieft Advocate and Favourite, 
long ago called out for Vengeance on them: 


—The Licence of a following Reign 
Did all the Dregs of bold Socinus drain ; 
Then unbelieving Priefts reform'd the Nation, 
And taught more pleafant Methods of Salvation; 
Where Heaven's free Subjects might their Rights difpute, 
Left God himſelf thould ſeem too abfolute. 
Encourag’d thus, Wit's Titans brav'd the Skies, 
And the Prefs grean'd with licens'd Blafphemies. 
Thefe Monflers, Critics, with your Darts engoge, 


Here point your Thunder, and exbauft your Rage! 
A COM- 
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COMMENTARY 


ON 


Mr. POPES ESSAY on MAN. 


LETTER I. 


HEN a great Genius, whofe Writings have afforded the 
World much Pleafure and Inftruétion, happens to be en- 
vioufly attacked and falfely accufed, it is natural to think, that a 
Senfe of Gratitude due from Readers fo agreeably obliged, or 2 
Senfe of that Honour refulting to our Country from fuch a Wri- 
ter, ſhould raiſe a general Indignation. But every Day’s Expe- 
perience fhews us the very contrary. Some take a malignant Satif- 
faction in the Attack; others, a foolifh Pleafure in a literary Con- 
flict; and the greater Part look on with an abfolute Indifference. 
Mr. De Croufaz’s Remarks“ on Mr. Pope's Eſay on Man, feen 
in part, through the deceitful Medium of a French Tranflation, 


® They are contained in two feveral Books, the one intituled, Examen de P Effai de Bir. 
Pope ; à Laufanne, 1737. The other, Commentaire far la Tradadtion en vers de M. 0 Abbe 

Du Refacl de I Eſai de Mr. Pope fur l'Homme; à Geneve, 1738. 
have 
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have juft fallen into my Hands. As thofe Remarks appear to me 
very groundlefs and unjuſt, I thought fo much due to Truth, as 
to vindicate our Great Countryman from his Cenſure. 

The principal Object therefore of this Vindication ſhall be, to 
give the Reader a fair and juft Idea of the Reaſaning of that fay, 
fo egregioufly mifreprefented ; in which I thall not confider it as a 
Poem (tor it ftands in no need of the Licence of fuch kind of Works 
to defend it) but as a Sem of Philofopby; and content myſelf 
with a plain Reprefentation of the Sobriety, Force, and Connection 
of that Reafoning. 

I thall begin with the firſt Epiſtle. The opening of which, in 
fifteen Lines, is taken up in giving an Account of his Subject; 
which he thews us (agreeably to the Title) is An Essay on Man, 
or a Philofophical Inquiry into his Nature, and End, his Paffons, 
and Purſuits: 

A mighty Maze !—but not without a Plan, 


as Mr. De Croufaz and I have found it, between us. The next Line 
tells us with what Defign he wrote, vz. 
To vindicate the Ways of God to Man. 


The Men he writes againft he hath frequently informed us are 
fuch, as 
Weigh their Opinion againſt Providence. 1. 110. 


Such as, 
— cry, if Man’s unhappy, God's unjuft. I. 114. 


Such as fall into the Notion, 
That Vice and Virtue there is none at all. Ep. ii. I. 202. 


This occafioneth the Poet to divide his Vindication of the Ways of 
God into two Parts. In the frf of which he gives dire An- 
fwers to thofe Objections which libertine Men, on a View of the 
Diforders arifing from the Perverfity of the human Will, have in- 

tended 
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tended againſt Providence: And, in the fecond, he obviates all thofe 
Objections, by a true Delineation of human Nature, or a general 
but exact Map of Man; which thefe Objectors either not knowing, 
or miftaking, or elfe leaving (for the mad Purfuit of metaphyfical 
Entities) have loft and bewildered themfelves in a thoufand foolith 
Complaints againſt Providence. The fiz? Epifile is employed in the 
Management of the ff part of this Difpute; and the zbree fol- 
lowing in the Management of the ſecond. So that the whole con- 
ſtitutes a complete Eſay on Man, written for the beft Purpoſe, t2 
vindicate the Ways of God. 

The Poet therefore having enounced his Subjeé#, his End of Writ- 
ing, and the Quality of bis Adverfaries, proceeds [from |. 16 to 23.] 
to inftru& us from whence he intends to draw his Arguments for their 
Confutation ; namely, from the vi/ible Things of God, in this Syſtem. 
to demonſtrate the invifible Things of God, his eternal Power and 
God-bead: And why; becaufe we can reafon only from what we know, 
and we know no more of Man than what we fee of his Station 
here; no more of God than what we fee of his Difpenfations to 
Man in this Station ; therefore 

Thro’ Worlds unnumber'd though the God be known, 
Tis ours to trace him only in our own *. 


This naturally leads the Poet to exprobrate the miſerable Folly and 
Impiety of pretending to pry into, and call in queſtion, the profound 
Diſpenſations of Providence: Which reproof contains [from 1. 22 
to 43] the moft fublime Defcription of the Omnifcience of God, 
and the miferable Blindnefs and Prefumption of Man. 

Preſumptuous Man! the Reafon would'ſt thou find 

Why form'd fo weak, fo little, and fo blind? 

Firft, if thou canft, the harder Reafon guefs 

Why form'd no weaker, blinder, and no lefs? 


* Hunc cognofcimus folummodo per Proprietates fuas et Atttibuta, et per fapientifi- 
mas et optimas rerum ftrudturas et caufas finales, Newtoni Principia Schol, gener. 


fub finem, 
Afk 
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Afk of thy Mother Earth, why Oaks are made, 
Taller or ſtronger than the Weeds they fhade? 
Or atk of yonder argent Fields above, 

Why Sove's Satellites are lefs than Fove ? 

In the four laft Lines, the Poet has joined the utmoft Beauty of 
Argumentation to the Sublimity of Thought; where the fimilar In- 
ſtances, propofed for their Examination, thew as well the “b/urdity 
of their Complaints againft Order, as the Fruitlefinefs of their En- 
quiries into the Arcana of the Godhead. 

So far his modeft and fober Introduction: In which he truly ob- 
ferves, that no Wifdom lefs than omniſcient 

Can tell why Heav’n has made us as we are. 


Yet though we can never difcover the particular Reafons for this 
Mode of our Exiftence, we may be affured in general that it is right: 
For now entering upon his Argument, he lays down this felf- 
evident Propofition as the Foundation of his Theft, which he rea- 
fonably fuppotes will be allowed him: That of all paſible Syſtems, 
infinite Wifdom bath formed the bf; Il. 43, 44.] From hence he 
draws two Con ſequences. 

1. The firf [from l. 44 to 51. ] is, that as the beft Syſtem cannot 
but be fuch a one as hath no inconnected Void; fuch a one in which 
there is a perfect Coherence and gradual Subordination in all its Parts; 
there muft needs be, in fome part or other of the Scale of Life and 
Senfe, fuch a Creature as MAN; which reduces the Difpute to this 
abfurd Queftion, Whether God has placed bim wrong ? 

It being fhewn that MAN, the Subject of bis Inquiry, has a ne- 
ceſſary Place in fuch a Syſtem as this is confeffed to be: And it 
being evident that the Abufe of Free-will, from whence proceeds 
all moral Evil, is the certain Effe& of fuch a Creature’s Exiftence ; 
the next Queftion will be, how thefe Evils can be accounted for, 
confiftently with the Idea we have of God's Attributes? Therefore, 

2. The fecond Confequence he draws from his Principle, That 
of all pofible Syftems, infinite Wifdom bas form'd the bef, is, that 


whatever 
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whatever is wrong in our private Syftem, is right, as relative to the 
whole [I. 50 to 53.] 

Reſpecting Man, whatever wrong we call, 

May, muſt be right, as relative to ALL. 


That it may, he proves [from I. 52 to 61.] by fhewing in what 
confifts the Difference between the fyfematic Works of God and 
thoſe of Man, viz. that, in the latter, a thoufand Movements ſcarce 
gain one Purpofe; in the former, one Movement gains many Purpofes, 
So that 

Man, who here feems principal alone, 
Perhaps acts fecond to fome Sphere unknown. 
And acłing thus, the Appearances of wrong in the particular Sytem 
may be right in the univerfal: For, 
Tis but a Part we fee, and not a Whole. 


—That it muff, the whole body of this Epiftle is employed to il- 
luftrate and inforce. Thus partial Evil is univerfal Good, and thus 
Providence is fairly acquitted. 

From all this he draws a general Conclufion [from I. 60 to 87.] 
that, as what had been faid is fufficient to vindicate the Ways of 
Providence, Man fhould reft fubmiffive and content, and confefs 
every Thing to be difpofed for the beft; that to pretend to inquire 
into the Manner how God conduéts this wonderful Scheme to its 
Completion, is as abfurd as to imagine that the Horfe and Ox hall 
ever come to comprehend why they undergo fuch different Manage 
and Fortunes in the Hand of Man; nay, that fuch Knowledge, if 
communicated, would be even pernicious to Man, and make him 
neglect or defert his Duty here. 

Heav'n from all Creatures hides the Book of Fate, 

All but the Page prefcrib’d, the prefent State, 

From Brutes what Men, from Men what Spirits know, 
Or who would fuffer Being here below ? 


Vor. VI. F This 
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This he illuftrates by an Inftance in the Lamb, which is happy 
in not knowing the Fate that attends it from the Hand of the 
Butcher ; and from thence takes occafion to obferve, that God is 
the equal Mufter of all his Creatures, and provides for the proper 
Ilappineſs of each Being. 

Who fees with equal Eye, as God of all, 
A Hero perih, or a Sparrow fall *. 


But now the Objector is fuppofed to put in, and fay; . You tell 

“ us indeed, that all things will turn out for Good; but we fee 
** ourfelves furrounded with prefent Evil; and yet you forbid us 
“¢ all Inquiry into the Manner how we are to be extricated; and 
„in a Word, leave us in a very difconfolate Condition.” Not fo, 
replies the Poet {from l. 86 to 95.) you may reafonably, if you fo 
pleafe, receive much comfort from the Hore of a happy Futurity ; 
a Hepe given us by God himſelf for this very Purpofe, as an Earneſt 
of that Blifs, which bere indeed perpetually flies us, but is referved 
for the good Man bereaſter. 

What future Blifs he gives not thee to know, 

But gives that Hope to be thy Bleſſing now. 

Hope ſprings eternal in the human Breaſt, 

Man never is, but always 10 de bleſt. 

The Soul uneafy, and confin’d from home, 

Refts and expatiates in a Life to come. 


Now the Reafon why the Poet chufes to infift on this Proof of 
a future State in Preference to others, I conceive, is in order to 
give his Syftem (which is founded in a fublime and improved 
Platonifm) the utmoft Grace of Uniformity. For we know this: 
Hore was Plato’s peculiar Argument for a future Stte ; and the 
Words here employed, The Soul aneafy, Gc. bis peculiar Expref- 
fion: We have feen the Argument illuftrated with great Force of 
Reafoning, by our moft eminent modern Divines: But no where 


* Matt. 2. 29. . f 
ftronger 
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ftronger urged than by our Poct, in this Eſay. He fays here, in 
exprefs Terms, That God gave us Hope to fupply that future Blifs 
which be at prefent keeps hid ſrom us. In his 2d Ep. 1.264. he goes 
ftili farther, and fays, this Horn quits us not even at Death, when 
every Thing mortal drops from us. 


Hope travels through, nor quits us when we die. 


And, in the 4th Epiſtle he fhews how the fame Hope is a cere 
tain Proof of a future State, from the Confideration of God's giving 
Man no Appetite in vain, or what he did not intend fhould be fa- 
tisfed; (which is Plato’s great Argument for a future State.) For, 
deicribing the Condition of the good Man, he breaks out into thefe 
rapturous Strains : 

For him alone Hope leads from Goal to Goal, 

And opens ftill, and opens on his Soul ; 

Till, lengthen’d on to Faith, and unconfin'd, 

It pours the Bliſs, that fills up all the Mind. 

He fees, why Nature plants in Man alone 

Hope of known Bliſs, and Faith in Bliſs unknown : 

Nature, whoſe Dictates to no other Kind 

Are giv'n in vain, but what they feek they find. 1. 331, et feq. 


It is only for the good Man, he tells us, that Hope leads from 
Goal to Goal, &c. It would be ftrange indeed then, if it fhould 
be a Delufion. 

But it hath been objected, that the Sem of the beft weakens the 
other natural Arguments for a future State, becaufe if the Evils, 
which good Men fuffer, promote the Benefit of the whole, then 
every thing is here in order; and nothing amifs that wants to be 
fet right: Nor has the good Man any reafon to expect a Repara- 
tion, when the Evils he fuffered had fuch a Tendency. To this we 
reply, that the Syfem of the bef is fo far from weakening thoſe 
natural Arguments, that it ftrengthens and fupports them. To 
confider it a little, if thofe Evils to which good Men are fubje& be 

F 2 mere 
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mere Diforders, without any Tendency to the greater Good of the 
Whole, then, though we muft indeed conclude that they will 
hereaſter be fet right, yet this View of Things, reprefenting God 
as fullering Ditorders for no other Purpofe than to fet them right, 
gives us a very low Idea of the divine Wiſdom. But if thofs 
Evils (according to the Stem of the bef) contribute to the greater 
Perfeétion of the Whole, a Reafon may be then given for their 
Permiſſion, and fuch a one as ſupports our Idea of Divine Wifdom 
to the higheft religious Purpofes. Then, as to the good Man's 
Hopes of a Retribution, thoſe ftill remain in their original Force. 
For our Idea of God's Juflice, and how far that Juftice is engaged 
to a Retribution, is exactly and invariably the fame on either Hy- 
pothefis. For though the Sem of the bef ſuppoſes that the Evid 
themfelves will be fully compenſated by the Good they produce to 
the bole, yet this is fo far from ſuppoſing that Particulars ſhall 
fuffer for a general Good, that it is eſſential to 7161s Syflem, to con- 
clude that, at the Completion of Things, when the whole is arrived 
to the State of utmoſt Perfection, particular and univerfal Good thall 
coincide. 

Such is the WorLD’s great Harmony, that fprings 

From Union, Order, full Confent of Things ; 

Where fall and great, where weak and mighty, made 

To ferve not ſaffer, frengthen not invade. 

Ep. iii. I. 296, ef ſeg. 

Which Coincidence can never be without a retribution to good Men 
for the Evils fuffered here below. 

To return then to the Poet’s Argument, he, as we faid, bids 
Man comfort himfelf with Expectation of future Happinefs, and 
fhews him that this Hore is an Earneft of it: But firft of all puts 
in one very neceſſary Caution, 


Hope bumby then, with trembling Pinions foar. 


And provoked at thoſe Mifcreants, whom he afterwards [ Ep. 3. 
1. 262.) deſeribes as building [ell on Spite, and Heaven on Pride, 
he 
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he upbraids them [from l. 94 to 109.] with the Example of the 
poor Ind an. to whom alfo Nature hath given this common Hope of 
Mankind. But though his untutored Mind had betrayed him into 
many childith Fancies concerning the Nature of that future State, 
yet he is fo far from excluding any Part of his own Species (a Vice 
which could proceed only from vain Science, which puffeth up) that 
he humanely admits even bis faithful Dog to bear bim Company. 

And then [from 1. 108 to 119.] fhews them, that Complaints 
againſt the efablifbed Order of Things, begin in the bighe? Abjurdity 
from mifapplied Reafon and Power, and end in the Aighef? Impicty, 
in an Attempt to degrade the God of Heaven, and aſſume his 
Place. 


Go wifer thou, and in thy Scale of Senfe 

Weigh thy Opinion againſt Providence: 

Defrey all Creatures for thy Sport or Guft, 

Yet cry, if Man's unhappy, God's unjuf ; 

If Man alone ingroſs not Heaven's high Care, 

Alone made Perfeé bere, Immortal there, 
That is, be made God, who only is Per ſe and bath Immortality z 
To which Senfe the Lines immediately following confine us: 

Snatch from his Hand the Balance and the Rod, 

Rejudge his Juftice, be the God of God. 


From theſe Men, the Poet turns to his Friend, and [from 1.118 
to 137.] remarks that the Ground of all this Extravagance is Pride: 
which, more or leſs, infects the whole Species :—fhews the ill Ef- 
fects of it, in the Cafe of the fallen Angels; and obferves, that 
even wifling to invert the Laws of Order is a lower Species of their 
Crime :—then brings an Inftance of one of the Effects of Pride, 
which is the Folly of thinking every thing made /olely for the Ufe 
of Man; without the leaft regard to any other of God's Creatures. 

Afk for what End the heavenly Bodies fhine, 


Earth for whofe Ufe? Prine anfwers, Tis for mine. 
For 
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For me, kind Nature wakes her genial Power, 
Suckles each Herb, and ſpreads out ev'ry Flower; 
Annual for me, the Grape, the Rofe, renew 
The Juice nectareous, and the balmy Dew; 

For me, the Mine a thouſand Treaſures brings, 
For me, Health guthes from a thoufand Springs; 
Scas roll to waft me, Suns to light me rife, 

My Footſtool, Earth; my Canopy, the Skies. 


The Ridicule of imagining the greater Portions of the material 
Syſtem were folely for the Ute of Man, Philofophy has fufficiently 
expoſed: And Common Senfe, as the Poet ſnews, inſtructs us to 
know that our Fellow Creatures, placed by Providence the joint In- 
habitants of this Globe, are deſigned by Providence to be joint 
Sharers with us of its bleſſings. 


Has God, thou Fool! work'd ſolely for thy Good, 

Thy Joy, thy Paſtime, shy Attire, thy Food? 

Who for thy Table feeds the wanton Fawn, 

For him as kindly fpreads the flow’ry Lawn. 

Is it for thee, the Lark afcends and fings ? 

Joy tunes his Voice, Joy elevates his Wings. 

Is it for thee the Linnet pours his Throat ? 

Loves of his own and Raptures fwell the Note. 

Is thine alone the Seed that ftrows the Plain? 

The Birds of Heaven fhall vindicate their Grain. Ep. 3. 1.27. 


Having thus given a general Idea of the Goodnefs and Wifdom 
of God, and the Folly and Ingratitude of Man, the great Author 
comes next (after this neceffary Preparation) to the Confirmation of 
his Thefis, That partial moral Evil is univerfal Good: But intro- 
duceth it with a proper Argument to abate our Wonder at the 
Phznomenon of moral Evil, which Argument he builds on a Con- 
ceffion of his Adverfaries. If we afk you, fays he, [from l. 136 
* to 147.) whether Nature doth not err from the gracious End of 

«its 
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s its Creator, when Plagues, Earthquakes, and Tempefts, unpeople 
s whole Regions at a time? you readily anfwer, No. For that 
*¢ God acts by general and not by particular Laws; and that the 
% Courfe of Matter and Motion muft be neceſſarily ſubject to fome 
« Irregularities, becauſe nothing created is perfect.. Say you fo? 
I then afk, why you ſhould expect this Perfection in Man? If you 
own that the great End of God (notwithftanding all this Devia- 
tion) be general Happineſi, then it is Nature, and not God that de- 
viates; and do you expect greater Conftancy in Man ? 


Then Nature deviates, and can Man do lefs ? 


i. e. If Nature, or the inanimate Syftem (on which God hath 
impofed his Laws, which it obeys as a Machine obeys the Hand 
of the Workman) may in Courfe of Time deviate from its firſt Di- 
rection, as the beft Philofophy ſhews it may *; where is the Won- 
der that Man, who was created a Free Agent, and hath it in his 
Power every moment to tranfgrefs the eternal Rule of Right, ſhould 
fometimes go out of Order ? 


Having thus fhewn how Moral Evil came into the World, name- 
ly, by Man's Abufe of bis own Free-will, he comes to the point, the 
Confirmation of his Thefis, by thewing how moral Evil promotes 
Good; and employs the fame Conceſſion of his Adverfaries, con- 
cerning natural Evil, to illuftrate it. 

1. He fhews it tends to the Good of the Whole, or Univerſe 
[from 1. 146 to 157.] and this by Analogy. ‘* You own, fays he, 
s that Storms and Tempeſts, Clouds, Rain, Heat, and Variety of 
** Seafons are neceflary (notwithſtanding the accidental Evils they 
* bring with thm) to the Health and Plenty of this Globe; why then 
% fhould you fuppofe there is not the fame Ufe, with regard to the 


* While Comets move in very eccentrick Orbs, in all Manner of Pofitions, blind 
Fate could never make all the Planets move one and the fame Way in Orbs concentrick, 
fome inconfiderable Irregularities excepted, which may have rifen from the mutual 
Actions of Comets and Planets upon one another, and which will be apt to increafe till 
this Syftem wants a Reformation. Sir II. Newt. Optics, Queſt. ult. 


«e Univerfe, 


40 A COMMENTARY ON 


<s Univerfe, in a Borgia and a Catiline?” But you fay you can fee 
the one and not the other. You fay right. One terminates in shis 
Syflem, the other refers to the bole. But, fays the Poet, in ano- 
ther Place, 

Of this Frame, the Bearings and the Ties, 

The ftrony Connexions, nice Dependencies, 

Gradations juft, has thy pervading Soul 

Look'd thro’? Or can a Part contain the Whole ? 

J. 29, et ſeg. 

Own therefore, fays he, Lere, that, 

From Pride, from Pride our very Reafoning ſprings; 

Account for moral as for natural Things: 

Why charge we Heaven in thoſe, in thefe acquit? 

In both zo reafon right, is to ſubmit. 


2. But fecondly, to ftrengthen the foregoing analogical Argu- 
ment, and to make the Wifdom and Goodnefs of God ſtill more 
apparent, he obſerves next [from l. 156 to 165] that moral Evil 
is not only productive of Good to the Whole, but is even produc- 
tive of Good in our own Syflem. It might, fays he, perhaps appear 
better to us, that there were nothing in this World but Peace and 
Virtue, 

That never Air nor Ocean felt the Wind, 
That never Paſſion difcompos’d the Mind. 


But then confider, that as our material Syflem is ſupported by 
the Strife of its Elementary Particles, ſu is our intellectual Syflem by 
the Conflict of our Paffions, which are the Elements of human 
Action. 

Love, Hope, and Joy, fair Pleaſure's ſmiling Train, 
Hate, Fear, and Grief, the Family of Pain, 
Theſe mix d with Art, and to due Bounds confin'd, 
Make and maintain the Balance of the Mind. 
Ep. 2. I. 107, ei fege 
For 
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For (as he fays again in his ſecond Epiſtle, where he illuſtrates 
this Obſervation at large) 


What Crops of Wit and Honeſty appear 
From Spleen, from Obſtinacy, Hate or Fear! l. 175. 


In a word, as without the benefit of tempeſtuous Winds, both 
Air and Ocean would ftagnate, and corrupt, and ſpread univerfal 
Contagion throughout all the Ranks of Animals that inhabit, or 
are ſupported, by them; fo, without the Benefit of the Paſions, that 
Harmony, and Virtue, the Effects of the Abfence of thofe Paſſions, 
would be a lifelefs Calm, a ftoical Apathy, 


Contracted all, retiring to the Breaft: 
But Health of Mind is Exerciſe, not Ref. Ep. 2. 1. 93. 


Therefore, concludes the Poet, inftead of regarding the Confid of 
Elements, and the Paffisns of the Mind, as Diſorders; you ought 
to confider them as what they are, Part of the general Order of 
Providence: and that they are fo, appears from their always pre- 
ferving the fame unvaried Courfe, throughout all Ages, from the 
Creation, to the prefent Time: 

The general Order, fince the Whole began, 

Is kept in Nature, and is kept in Man. ` 


We fee therefore it would be doing great Injuftice to our Author 
to ſuſpect that he intended, by this, to give any Encouragement 
to Vice; or to infinuate the Necefity of it to a happy Life, on the 
equally execrable and abfurd Scheme of the Author of the Fable of 
the Bees. His Syftem, as all his Ethic Epiſtles thew, is this, That 
the Paſſions, for the Reafons given above, are neceffary to the Sup- 
port of Virtue: That indeed the Paffions in Excefs, produce Vice, 
which is, in its own Nature, the greateft of all Evils; and comoe 
into the World from the Abuſe of Man's Free-will; but that God, 
in his infinite Wifdom, and Goodnefs, devioufly turns the natural 

Vor. VI. ; G Bias 
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Bias of its Malignity to the Advancement of human Happinefs, and- 
makes it productive of general Good: 


Tw’ ETERNAL Art Epuces Goon FROM ILL. Ep. 2. I. 165. 


This, ſet againſt what we have obſerved of the Poet's Doctrine 
of a future State, will furnith us with an Inftance of his feering (as 
he well expreſſes it in his Preface) deteween Dofirines feemingly oppo- 

Site: If bis Eſay has any Merit, be thinks it is in this. And doubt- 
leſs it is uncommon Merit to reject the Extravagances of every 
Syftem, and take in only what is rational and real. The Charac- 
teriflics, and the Fable of the Bees, are two ſeemingly inconſiſtent 
Syftems: The Extravagancy of the firft is in giving a Scheme of 
Virtue without Religion; and of the latter, in giving a Scheme of 
Religion without Virtue. Theſe our Poet leaves to any body that 
will take them up; but agrees however fo far with the ff, that 
Virtue would be worth having, though itfelf was its only Reward ; 
and fu far with the latter, that God makes Evil, againſt its Nature, 
productive of Good. 

The Poet having thus juftified Providence in its Permifion of par- 
tial MoraL EviL, employs the remaining part of this Epiftle in 
vindicating it from the Imputation of certain ſuppoſed NATURAL 
Evirs. For now he ſhews, that though the Complaint of his Ad- 
verfaries againſt Providence be on Pretence of real moral Evils, yet, 
at bottom, it all proceeds from their Impatience under imaginary 
natural ones, the Iſſue of a depraved Appetite for viſionary Advan- 
tages, which if Man had, they would be either u/ele/s or pernicious 
to him, as unfuitable to his State, or repugnant to his Condition. 
{from 1. 164 to 199] Though God (fays he) hath fo bountifully 
“ beftowed on Man, Faculties little lefs than Aagelic, yet he un- 
“ gratefully grafps at higher; and then, extravagant in another 
Extreme, with a Paſſion as ridiculous as that is impious, envies 
even the peculiar Accommodations of Brutes. But here his own 
„Principles ſhew his Folly.” He ſuppoſes them all made for his 
Ule: Now what Ufe could he have of them, when he had robbed 

them 
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them of all their Qualities. Qualities, as they are at prefent divided, 
diftributed with the higheft Wiſdom: But which, if beftowed ac- 
cording to the froward Humour of thefe childith Complainers, 
would be found to be every where either wanting or fuperflucus. 
But even with thefe brutal Qualities Man would not only be no 
Gainer, but a confiderable Lofer, as the Poet fhews, in explaining 
the Confequences that would follow from his having his Senfations 
in that exquifite Degree in which this or that Animal is obferved 
to poffefs them. 

He tells us next [from l. 198 to 225) that the complying with 
fuch extravagant Defires would not only be gſeleſt and pernicious to 
Man, but would be breaking the Order, and deforming the Beauty. 
of God's Creation. In which this Animal is fubje& to that, and all 
to Man; who by his Reafon enjoys the Benefit of all their Powers: 


Far as Creation's ample Range extends, 

The Scale of fenfual, mental Powers afcends : 
Mark how it mounts, to Man’s imperial Race, 
From the green Myriads in the peopled Grafs! 
Without this juft Gradation, could they be 
Subjected thefe to thofe, or all to thee? 

The Powers of all fubdued by thee alone, 

Is not thy Reafon all thofe Powers in one? 


And farther [from 1. 224 to 259] that this breaking the Order of 
Things, which as a Link or Chain connects all Beings from the 
higheft to the loweft, would unavoidably be attended with the 
Deſtruction of the Univerfe : 

For if each Syſtem in Gradation roll, 

Alike effential to th’ amazing Whole; 

The leaft Confufion but in one, not all 
That Syftem only, but the Whole muft fall. 
Let Earth unbalanc'd from her Orbit fly, 


“Planets and Suns ruth lawlefs thro’ the Sky: 
G2 Let 
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Let ruling Angels from their Spheres be hurl'd, 
Being on Being wreck'd, and World on World, 
Heaven's whole Foundations to their Centre nod, 
And Nature tremble to the Throne of God. 


For that the feveral Parts of the Univerfe muſt at leaſt compofe- 
as entire and harmonious a Whole, as the Parts of an human Body: 
do, cannot be doubted: Vet we ſee what Confuſion it would make 
in our Frame, if the Members were fet upon invading each other's 
Office. 

What if the Foot, ordain’d the Duft to tread, 

Or Hand to toil, afpir'd to be the Head? Se. 

Juft as abfurd, for any Part to claim 

To be another in this gen’ral Frame : 

Juft as abfurd, to mourn the Tafk and Pains 

The great directing * Minp of ALL ordains. 


Who will not acknowledge that fo harmonious a Connection in: 
the Difpofition of Things, as is here defcribed, is tranſcendently 
beautiful? But the Fatalifis fuppofe fuch a one.— What then? Is 
the firft great free Agent debarred from a Contrivance fo exquifite, 
becaufe fome Men, to fet up their Idol, Fase, abſurdly reprefent it 
as prefiding over fuch a Syftem ? 

Having thus given a Reprefentation of God’s Creation, as one 
entire Whole, where all the Parts have a neceſſary Dependance on 
and Relation to each other, and where every Particular works and 
concurs to the Perfection of the V hole; as fuch a Syſtem would be 
thought above the reach of vulgar Ideas; to reconcile it to their 
Conceptions, he thews [from l. 258 to 273P that God is equally 
and intimately prefent to every Sort of Subftance, to every Particle 
of Matter, and in every Inftant of Being; which eafes the labouring 


© Veneramur autem et colimus ob Dominum. Deus enim fine Dominio, Providentia, 
et caufis Finalibus, nihil aliud et quam Fa run etNatura. Newtoni Princip. Schol. 

gener, fub finem, : d 
Imagination, 
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Imagination, and makes it expect no lefs, from fuch a Pręſence, than 
fuch a Difpenfation. 

And now, the Poet, as he had promifed, having vindicated the 
Ways of God to Man, concludes [from l. 272 to the End] that from 
what had been faid it appears, that the very Things we blame con- 
tribute to our Happinefs, either as Particulars, or as Parts of the 
Univer fal Syflem; that our Ignorance, in accounting for the Ways 
of Providence, was allotted to us out of Compaſſion; that yet we 
have as much Knowledge as is fufficient to fhew us, that we are, 
and always fhall be, as bleſt as we can bear; for that NATURE is 
neither a Stratonic Chain of blind Caufes and Effects, 


(All Nature is but Art unknown to thee) ; 


nor yet the fortuitous Refult of Epicurean Atoms, 
(All Chance, Direéion which thou canft not ſee); 


as thefe two Species of Atheifm fuppofed it; but the wonderful 
Art and Direction (unknown indeed to Man) of an all-powerful, 
all-wife, all-good, and free Being. And therefore we may be 
aſſured, that the Arguments brought above, to prove partial moral 
Evil productive of univerfal Good, may be fafely relied on; from 
whence one certain Truth refults, in fpite of all the Pride and 
Cavils of vain Reafon, That WHATEVER 18, is RIGHT, WITH RE- 
GARD TO THE Disposirion oF GoD, AND TO ITS ULTIMATE 
Tenpency. And this Truth once owned, all Complaints againft 

Providence are ſecluded. Hs 
But that the Reader may fee, in one View, the Exatine/s of the 
Method, as well as Force of the Argument, I ſhall here draw up a 
fhort Synopfis of this Epiftle. The Poet begins in telling us his: 
Subject is An Effay on Man.—His End of Writing is to vindicate 
Providence-—Tells us againſt whom he wrote, the Atheifis.—-From 
whence he intends to fetch his Arguments, from the vifible Things of 
God feen in this Syſtiem.— Lays down this Propofition as the Foun- 
dation of his Thefis, that of all poffble Syftems, infinite Wifdom has 
formed: 
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er. ued the bef.—Draws from thence two Confequences; 1. Thar 
there muft needs be ſomeubere Juch a Creature as Man; 2. That the 
moral Evil which He is the Author of, is productive of the Good of the 
Wool, This is his general Técfs; from whence he draws this 
Cenclufion, That Man fhould ref fubmiffive and content, and make the 
Llopes of Futurity bis Comfort—but not fuffer this to be the Occafion of 
Prine, which is the Cauſe of all his impious Complaints. 

He proceeds to confirm his Téefis.—Previoufly endeavours to 
abate our Wonder at the Phenomenon of moral Euil.—Sheus firſt 
its Ufe to tbe Perſeclion of the Univerfe, by Analogy, from the Ufe 
of Piyfcal Evil in this particular Syftem.—Secondly, its Ufe in this 
Syflem, where it is turned, providentially, from its natural Biafs, 
to promote Virtue —Then goes on to vindicate Providence from 
the lmputation of certain fuppofed natural Evils, as he had before 
juſlified it for the Permiffion of real moral Evil, in ſnhewing that 
though the Atheiſt's Complaint againſt Providence be on Pretence 
of real moral Evil, yet the true Cauſe is his Impatience under ima- 
ginary natural Evil; the Iſſue of a depraved Appetite for fantaſtical 
Advantages, which he thews, if obtained, would be u/ele/s, or hurt- 
ful to Man—and deforming and deſtructive to the Univerfe; as 
breaking into that Order by which it is fupported.—He defcribes 
that Order, Harmony, and clofe Connection of the Parts. And, by 
fhewing the intimate Prefence of God to his whole Creation, gives 
a Reafon for an Univerfe fo amazingly beautiful, and perfet. From 
all this he deduces his general Conclufion, that Nature being neither a 
blind Chain of Caufes and Effects, nor yet the fortuitous Refult of wan- 
dering Atoms, but the wonderful Art and Direction of an all-wife, all. 
good, ond free Being: Whatever is, is Right, with regard to the 
Difpefirion of God and its Ultimate Tendency ; which once granted, all 
Complaints againft Providence are at an End. 

This is a plain and confiftent Account of the Argument of this 
famous Epiftle, which (though here humbled, and ftripped of all 
its Ornaments) hath fuch a Force of Reafoning as would fupport 

Rhimes 
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Rhimes as bad as Donne's, and ſuch a Strain of Poetry as would im- 
mortalize even the wretched Sophiftry that Mr. pz Crousaz has 
employed againſt it. 

Whofe Objections it is now high time we ſhould conſider. For 
having fhewn what Mr. Pope's Syftem really is, we come next to 
fhew what it is nat; namely, what that Writer hath the In- 
juſtice, or the Folly, to reprefent it. He begins his Examina- 
tion, with faying, that ‘* Mr. Pope ſeems to him, quite through - 
„out his Sytem, to embrace the pre- gfabliſbed Harmony of the 
celebrated Leibnitz, which, in his Opinion, eſtabliſhes a Fa- 
e tality deſtructive of all Religion and Morality “. — That the 
pre-cfablifoed Harmony of Leibnitz terminates in Fate, is readily 
owned; but that Mr. Pope hath efpoufed that impious Whimfy,. 
is an utter Chimera. The pre-efablifoeed Harmony. was built 
upon, and is an outrageous Extenfion of, a Conception of 
Platos; who combating the atheiftical Objections about. the Origin: 
of Evil, employs this Argument in Defence of Providence; . That, 
“ amongft. an infinite Number of poſſible Worlds in God's Idea, 
1 this, which he hath created, and brought into Being, and admits. 
* of a Mixture of Evil, is the def.” But if the 6%, then Evil. 
confequently is partial, comparatively ſmall, and tends to the 
greater Perfection of the whole. This Principle is. eſpouſed and 
fupported by Mr. Pope with all the Power of Reafon and Poetry. 
But neither was Plato a Fataliſt, nor is there any Fatalifm in the 
Argument. As to the Truth of the Notion, that is another Quef- 
tion ; and how far it clears up the very difficult Controverfy about 
the Origin of Evil, that is ftill another. That it is a full Solution 
of all Difficulties, I cannot think, for Reafons too long to be given: 
in this Place. Perhaps we fhall never have a full Sölution here; 
and it may be no great Matter though we have not, as we are de- 
monſtrably certain of the moral Attributes of the Deity. However, 


Examen de l Eſſai de Mr. Pope fur l'Homme, 
what: 
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what may juſtify Mr. Pepe in inforcing and illuftrating this Platonic 
Notion is, that it has been received by the moft celebrated and or- 
thodox Divines both of the ancient and modern Church. 


This Doctrine, we own, then, was taken up by Leibnitz; but 
it was to ingraft upon it a moft pernicious Fataliſm. Plato faid, 
God chofe the bet: Leibnitz faid, he could not but chufe the beft. 
Plato ſuppoſed Freedom in God, to chuſe one of two Things equally 
good: Leibnitz held the Suppofition to be abfurd; but however, 
admitting the Cafe, he maintained that God could not chufe one of 
two Things equally good. Thus it appears the firft went on the 
Sem of Freedom; and that the latter, notwithſtanding the moft 
artful Difguifes in his Theodicée, was a thorough Fataliſt. For we 
cannot well ſuppoſe he would give that Freedom to Man which he 
had taken away from God. The Truth of the Matter feems to 
have been this: He faw, on the one hand, the monftrous Abfur- 
dity of fuppofing, with Spinofa, that blind Fate was the Author of 
a coherent Univerfe ; but yet, on the other, could not conceive, with 
Plato, that God could forefee and condu&, according to an arche- 
typal Idea, a World, of all poffible Worlds the 5, inhabited by 
Sree Agents. This Ditficulty, therefore, which made the Sscinians 
take Prefcience from God, diſpoſed Leibnitz to take Free-will from 
Man: And thus he faſhioned his fantaftical Hypotheſis: He fup- 
pofed that, when God made the Body, he impreffed on his new- 
created Machine a certain Series or Suite of Motions; and that when 
he made the fellow Soul, the fame Series of Ideas, whofe Opera- 
tions, throughout the whole Duration of the Union, fo exactly 
jumped, that whenever an Idea was excited, a correſpondent Motion 
was ever ready to fatisfy the Volition. Thus for Inftance, when 
the Mind had the Will to raife the Arm to the Head, the Body 
was fo pre-contrived as to raife, at that very Moment, the Part 
required. This he called the PRE-ESTABLISHED HARMONY, And 
with this he promifed to do Wonders. 


Now 


Ma. POPE'S ESSAY ON MAN. 49 


Now we fee, that, from the Principle of Plate, as well as from 
that of Leibnitz, this grand Confequence follows, THAT wHAT- 
EVER IS, IS RIGHT ; becaufe every thing in this World, even Evil 
itfelf, tends to the greater Perfection of the whole. This Mr. Pope 
employs as a Principle, throughout a Poem (the moft fublime that 
ever was written) to humble the Pride of Man, who would im- 
pioufly make God accountable for his Creation. What then does 
common Senfe teach us to underſtand by whatever is, is right? Did 
the Poet mean rigbt with regard to Man, or right with regard 
to God? Right with regard to itfelf, or right with regard to its 
ultimate Tendency? Surely with regard to God: For he tells us, 
his Defign is 

To vindicate the Ways of God to Man. I. 16. 


Surely with regard to its ultimate Tendency: For he tells us again, 
All partial Ill is univerfal Good. l. 283. 


Yet Mr. De Croufaz prepofteroufly takes it the other way; and 
fo perverfely interpreted, it is no Wonder that he, and his wife 
Friends, ſhould find the Poem full of Contradictions *. 

But, before we come to an Examination of Particulars, it will 
be neceſſary to remind the Reader once again, that the Subject of 
this Epiſtle is a Juftification of Providence, againſt the impious 
Objections of atheiftic Men. It is to vindicate the Ways of God to 
Man. Thus the Poet addreſſes them at the Beginning : 


Prefumptuous Man! the Reafon would’ft thou find 
Why form'd fo weak, fo little, and fo blind? l. 35. 


Then fay not Man’s imperfect, Heav'n in fault. l. 69. 


Jai ld Veffai de Mr. Pope (repond un Ami de la companie) et jamais je n'eus plus 
befoin de patience. J'ai fait des grands efforts, pour y trouver quelque fens raifonable, 
et je les ai faits inutilement. Tantds j'y fuis tombé fur des precifions fophiftiques, 
tantôt fur des decifions egalement hardies et fans preuves, tantôt enfin fur des longues 
periodes d'un pompeux galimatias, &c. Examen de l’Effai.—Thus his Friend runs 
on in this abufive Way, and grows more particular in his Scurrility, while Mr. De 
Croufaz, good Man, is unable to make him hold his Peace, 

Vox. VI. H As 
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As he proceeds, he ſtill applies his Reafoning to the fame Men 2 


Go —— and in thy Scale of Senfe 

Weigh thy Opinion ogainf Providence: 

Call Imperfektioun what thou fancy’ft fuch ; 

Say, here be gives too little, there too much; 

Deftroy all Creatures for thy Sport or Guft : 

Yet cry, If Man's unhappy, God's unjuf. I. 109, & feg. 
And concludes with this Reproof to them : 

Ceafe then, nor Order Imperfection name. l. 273. 


Having premifed thus much, we now proceed to Mr. De 
Croufaz. 
Mr. Pepe had faid : 
The Lamb thy Riot dooms to bleed to-day, 
Had he thy Reafon, would he fkip and play ? 
Pleas'd to the laft, he crops the flow’ry Food, 
And licks the Hand juft rais’d to fhed his Blood. 
O Blindnefs to the Future! kindly giv’n, 
That each may fill the Circle mark’d by Heav’n. I. 77, & feg. 


On which his Commentator:— We do not, indeed, perceive 
any Thing in Beaſts, that ſhews they have an Idea or Apprehen- 
** fion of Death. But, furely, with regard to Man, to reflect on 
Death, and to contemplate the Certainty of it, are of great 
1 Ufe toa prudent Life and a happy Death. Reaſon and Religion 
„agree in this, and a Man muft want both one and the other, to 
“ cry out, 

O Blindnefs to the Future! kindly giv’n, 
„That each may fill the Circle mark’d by Heav'n. 


“ This fuppofes, that if Men had a Foreknowledge of their Def- 
tiny, they would do all they could to avoid it, and that they 
tc would fucceed: Becaufe, without this Ignorance, Heaven, it 
“ feems, could never bring all its Beings to fill that Circle marked 

66 out 
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s out by it. Yet this, notwithſtanding, is a Confequence that can 
c have no Place, if it be impoffible for Men to act with Freedom. 
“ But the Doctrine of Fare neceflarily draws us into Contradic- 
s tions *.” Mr. Croufaz introduces his Commentary, by folemuly 
acquainting his Reader, That he bad, from bis very Infancy, a firong 
Biafs t&wards Locic: that be has given a confiderable Time to that 
Study, and does not repent bis Pains; that be bas profited by Maxims 
which be bas found in Books not written with a Defign to give them; 
that be bas run through every Book that bas fallen into bis Hands under 
that Title, or any Thing approaching to it; that be has not even neg 
lected the mof out-of-fafbioned Works of this Kind: But, as the greateft 
Treafure is worthlefs, unlefs well ufed, be is refolved to employ 
Jome of it upon Mr. Pope T. And here you have the Fruits of his 
Labours. Here he has thewn, to fome Purpofe, his Skill in ex- 
tratting Doétrines from Books not defigned to give them. And for this 
Paſſage I will be anſwerable, that he has extracted a Doétrine from 
it which our Poer did not defign to give; who, when he had an- 
ſwered the atheifical Objection about pofitive Evil, fuppofes the Ob- 
jector to reply to this Effect :—!t may be true, what you fay, that 
partial Evil tends to univerfal Good: But why, then, has not God 
let me clearly into this Secret, and acquainted me with the Manner 
how? The Poet replies, For very good Reafons. You were 
« fent into the World on a Tafk and Duty to be performed by you. 
„And as the knowing thefe Things might diftra& you, or draw 
*¢ you from your Station; it was in Mercy that God hath hid 
es thefe Things from you: 

Heav'n from all Creatures hides the Book of Fate, 

All but the Page prefcrib’d, their prefent State, 

From Brutes what Men, from Men what Spirits know ; 

Or who would fuffer Being here below? 1.73, È feq. 


& Commentaire fur la Traduction en vers de Mr. l'Abbé du Refnel de l'Effai de Mr. 
Pope fur l'Homme, p. 63, 64. 
+ P. 27, 28. 
H 2 “To 
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* To illuftrate this by a familiar Inftance ; how kindly hath Nature 
“ acted by the Lamb, in hiding its Death from it; the Know- 
ledge of which would have imbitter’d all its Life?” This is 
the Force of the Poet’s Argument; and nothing can be better con- 
netted, or more beautiful. But our great Lagician, inftead of at- 
tending to the Argument of a very clofe Reafoner (whofe Thread 
of Reaſoning. therefore, one fhould have imagined might have con- 
ducted a Mathematician too, as he is, to the true Senfe of the Paf- 
fage) rambles after a Meaning that could not poſſibly be Mr. Peper: 
becaufe it both difagrees with the Context, and directly oppoſes what 
he lays down in exprefs Words in this very Eſſay. Mr. De Crouſax, 
we fet, imagines that this Inftance of the Lamb was given to thew 
how durrful a Gift God beſtowed upon us, when he gave us 
the Knowledge of our End. Mr. Pope fays exprefly, that it was 
a friendly Gift: | 

To each unthinking Being Heav'n a Friend, 

Gives not the glg Knowledge of its End: 

To Man imparts it; but with fuch a View, 

As, while he dreads it, makes him boe it too. 

Ep. iii. L 75, &. ſeg. 


i. e. Heaven, which is not only friendly to Man, but Beaſt, gives 
not this latter the Knowledge of its End; becauſe fuch Knowledge 
(Which is neceffarily attended with Anxiety) would be ufelefs to 
“jit. On the other hand, He gives it to Man; becauſe it is of the 
e higheft Advantage to him, who, being to exift in a future State, 
“ may, by this Means, make a fitting Preparation for his. good 
Reception there; which Preparation will temper, and, at length, 
“ quite Jubdue the Anxiety neceſſarily attendant (as is faid} on the 
„ Knowledge of our End, by the certain Hope of a happy Im- 
* mortality.” 
After thefe extraordinary Fruits of our Logician’s long Appli- 
cation to the Art of Thinking, be goes on, for four Pages together , 
Commentnite, p. 66 to 70. o 
to 
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to thew how ufeful and neceſſary it is for Man to cultivate his Un- 
derftanding. You afk whom he contradicts in this? He abſurdly 
ſuppoſes, Mr. Pope; while he is indeed but quarelling with his own 
Imaginations. Here we muft recollect what we obterved above of 
the Subject of the Poem; which is a Vindication of Providence 
againſt impious Complainers. As thefe will not acknowledge it 
juſt and good, becaufe they cannot comprehend it, and as this Ar- 
gument is only fupported by Pride, the Poet thought proper to 
mortify that Pride; which could not be done more effectually, 
than by ſhewing them, that even a Savage Indian reafoned better: 


Lo! the poor Indian, whofe untutor’d Mind 

Sees God in Clouds, and hears him in the Wind ; 

His Soul proud Science never taught to ftray 

Far as the Solar Walk, or Milky Way; 

Yet fimple Nature to his Hope has giv'n, 

Behind the cloud-topt Hill, an humbler Heav’n 5 

To be contents his natural Defire, 

He afks no Angel’s Wing, or Seraph's Fire, Ec. 

I. 95, & feg. 

What are we to conclude from hence? That Mr. Pope intended 
to difcourage all Improvements of the human Underftanding ? or 
that it was only his Defign to deter Men from Impiety, and from 
prefuming to rejudge the Fuftice of their Creator? Mr. Croufaz, 
contrary to common Senfe, and the whole Tenor of the Epiftle, 
has chofen the former Part; though Mr. Pepe had immediately 
added, 

Go wifer thou, and in thy Scale of Senfe 

Weigh thy Opinion againſt Providence. 

Call Imperfection what thou fancy’ft fuch, 

Say, Here he gives too little, there too much ; 

Deftroy all Creatures for thy Sport or Guft : 

Yet cry, If Man's unhappy, God's unjuſt. I. 109, & fg- 

But 
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But to this, the Commentator :—‘* To whom does Mr. Pope ad- 
“ deefs himfelf in this long Period? ls it to thofe preſumptuous 
“ Men, who are continually confounding themielves, and abufing 
“ the Fruitfulnefs of their Imaginations, to teize good Chriftians 
“ with Objeétions agaiaft Providence? Their Rathnefs and Im- 
1 patience well deferve, in my Opinion, the Cenfures Mr. Pepe 
“ here inflicts upon them“. Wonderful! Our Logician has, 
at length, difcovered the Subject of Mr. Pope's Epiſtle. Why 
then did he not do Juftice to Truth, by ftriking out all the reft of 
his Remarks? For if this be right, all the reft muft, of confe- 
quence, be wrong. 
Mr. Pepe fays, {peaking of the End of Providence, 
As much that End a conftant Courfe requires 
Of Showers and Sunfhine, as of Man’s Defires ; 
As much eternal Springs and cloudlefs Skies, 
As Men for ever temp’rate, calm and wife. 1. 147, & fez. 


On which the Examiner, A continual Spring and a Heaven 
*¢ without Clouds would be fatal to the Earth and its Inhabitants ; 
* but can we regard it as a Misfortune that Men ſhould be always 
4 fage, calm and temperate? 1 am quite in the dark as to this 
„ Comparifon +." Let us try if we can drag him into light, as 
unwilling as he is to fee. The Argument ſtands thus.—Prefump- 
tuous Man complains of moral Evil; Mr. Pope checks and informs 
him thus: The Evil, fays he, you complain of, tends to univerfal 
Good ; for as Clouds, and Rain, and Tempeft, are neceſſary to pre- 
ferve Health and Plenty in this ſublunary World, fo the Evils that 
{pring from diſorder d Paſſions are neceſſary.— To what? Not to 
Man’s Happinefs here, but to the Perfection of the Univerfe in ge- 
neral. So that, 

If Plagues or Earthquakes break not Heaven’s Defign, 
Why then a Borgia or a Catiline ? 


» Commentaire, p. 79. + Examen de l'Effai, &c. 
On 
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On which the Examiner thus defcants,—* Thefe Lines have no 
€: Senfe but on the Sytem of Leibnitz, which confounds Morals with 
1 Phyfics; and in which, all that we call Pleaſures, Grief, Contentment, 
s Inquietude, Wifdom, Virtue, Truth, Error, Vices, Crimes, Abomi- 
4 nations, are the inevitable Conſequence of a fatal Chain of Things 
4 as ancient as the World. But this is it which renders the Syſtem 
*¢ fo horrible, that all honeſt Men muft fhudder at it. It is, in- 
4 deed, fufficient to humble human Nature, to reflect that this 
4 was invented by a Man, and that other Men have adopted it “. 
This is, indeed, very tragical; but we have fhewn above, that it 
hath its Senfe on the Platonic, not the Leibnitzian Syftem ; ; and 
befides, that the Context confines us to that Senfe. 

What hath mifled the Examiner is his fuppofing the Comparifon 
to be between the Effects of two Things in this ſublunary World; 
when not only the Elegancy, but the Fuflne/s of it confifts in its 
being between the Effeé?s of a Thing in the Univerfe at large, and 
the familiar and known Effects of one in this ſublunary World. For 
the Pofition in forced in theſe Lines is this, that partial Evil tends to 
the Good of the Whole : 

Refpecting Man, whatever Wrong we call, 
May, muft be right, as relative to all. l. 51. 


How does the Poet inforce it? Why, if you will believe the Ex- 
aminer, by illuftrating the Effects of partial mozal Evil in a par- 
ticular Syftem, by that of partial natural Evil in the fame Syſtem, 
and fo leaves his Poſtion in the lurch; but we muft never believe 
the great Poet reafons like the Logician. The Way to prove his 
Point he knew was to illuſtrate the Effect of partial moral Evil in 
the Univerfe, by partial natural Evil in a particular Syfem. Whe- 
ther partial moral Evil tend to the Good of the Univerfe, being a 
Queftion, which by reafon of our Ignorance of many Parts of that 
Univerfe, we cannot decide, but from known Effects; the Rules 
of Argument require that it be proved by Analogy, i. e. fetting it 
Examen de l’Effai, &c. 
by, 
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by, and comparing it with a Thing certain; and it is a Thing cer- 
sain, that partial natural Evil tends to the Good of our particular 
Sytem. This is his Argument: And thus, we fee, it ſtands clear 
of Mr. De Croufaz*s Objection, and of Leibnits’s Fatalifm. 

After having inforced this analogical Pofision, the Poet then in- 
deed, in order to ftrengthen and fupport it, employs the fame In- 
ftance of natural Evil, to thew that, even here to Man, as well 
as to the Whole, moral Evil is productive of Good, by the gracious 
Ditpofition of Providence, who turns it devioufly from its natural 
Tendency. 

Mr. Pope then adds, 

From Pride, from Pride, our very Reafoning ſprings: 
Account for moral, as for nat’ral Things: 

Why charge we Heaven in thofe, in thefe acquit ? 

In both, to reaſon right, is to ſubmit. 1.153, & feg. 


Our Commentator afks— Why, then, does Mr. Pope pretend to 
1 reafon upon the Matter, and rear his Head fo high, and decide 
** fo dogmatically, upon the moft important of all Subjects * ?” 
This is indeed pleafant. Suppofe Mr. De Croufaz ſhould under- 
take to thew the Folly of pretending to penetrate into the Myſte- 
ries of revealed Religion, as here Mr. Pope has done of natural, 
muft he not emplcy the Succours of Reafon? And could he con- 
clude his Reafonings with greater Truth and Modefty, than in the 
Words of Mr. Pope ?—To reafon right, is to ſubmit.— But he goes 
on, If you will believe him [Mr. Pope] the Sovereign Perfections 
of the eternal Being have inevitably determined him to create this 
** Univerfe, becaufe the Idea of it was the moft perfect of all thoſe 
s which reprefented many poſſible Worlds. Notwithftanding, 
there is nothing perfect in this Part, which is aſſigned for our 
«s Habitation : it ſwarms with Imperfeétions ; it is God who is the 
s Caufe of them, and it was not in his Power to contrive Matters 
“* otherwife. The Poet had not the Caution to recur to Man's 


* Commentaire, p. 94. 
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te Abufe of his own Free- will, the true Source of all our Miferies, 
*¢ and which are agreeable to that State of Diforder in which Men 
40 live by their own Fault *. I will venture to fay, every Part of 
this Reflection is falle and calumnious. The firft Part of it, that 
the Eternal Being, according to Mr. Pope, was inevitably determined, 
and that he bad not Power to contrive Matters otherwife, I have al- 
ready fhewn to be fo. Itis ftill a more unpardonable Calumny to 

` fay that Mr. Pope has thrown the Caufe of moral Evil upon God, and 
bad not the Caution to recur to Man's Abvfe of bis own Free-will: 
For Mr. De Crou/ax could not but fee that the Poet had, in fo many 
Words, thrown the Caufe entirely upon that Abufe, where, fpeak- 
ing of natural and moral Evil, he fays, 


What makes all Phyſical and Moral III! 
There deviates Nature, and here wANDERS WILL, 
Gop sENDS not ILL. Ep. iv. I. 109, & feg. 


When he had faid this, and acquitted the fupreme Caufe, he then 
informs us what is God’s Agency, after Natural and Moral Evil 
had been thus produced by the Deviation of Nature, and Depravity 
of Will; namely that he hath fo contrived, in his infinite Wifdom 
and Goodnefs, that Good ſnall arife from this Evil. 
If rightly underftood, 

Or partial Ill is univerfal Good, 

Or Chance admits, or Nature lets it fall, 

Short and but rare, till Man improv’d it all. I. 111, & feq. 


And fpeaking in another Place of God’s Providence, he fays, 
That counterworks each Folly and Caprice, 
That difappoints th’ Effects of ev'ry Vice. Ep. ii. I. 229. 


What is this but bringing Good out of Evil? And how dif- 
tant is that from being the Caufe of Evil? 


* Commentaire, p. 94, 95 · 


VoL. VI. 1 After 
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After this, a Pbi'xfosber thould never think of writing more tilt 
he had rectified what he had already wrote fo much amifs. 
The next Paflage the Examiner attacks is the following: 
Better for us, perhaps, it might appear, 
Were there all Harmony, all Virtue here; 
That never Air or Ocean felt the Wind ; 
That never Paſſion diſcompos'd the Mind: 
But all ſubſiſts by elemental Strife, 
And Paffons are the Elements of Life. 1.157, & feg. 


Here the Examiner upbraids Mr. Pope for degrading himfelf fo 
far as to write to the groſs Prejudices of the People. In the cor- 
** poreal Nature (fays he) there is no Piece of Matter that is per- 
“ fedtly fimple; all are compoſed of fmall Particles, called ele- 
** mentary ; from their Mixture, proceeds a Fermentation, fome- 
“ times weak, and ſometimes ftrong, which {till farther attenuates 
“ thefe Particles: and thus agitated and divided, they ferve for 
* the Nourifhment and Growth of organic Bodies; to this Growth 
“it is we give the Name of Life. But what have the Paffions in 
common with thefe Particles? Do their Mixture and Fermenta- 
tion ferve for the Nourifhment of that Subſtance which thinks, 
sand do they conftitute the Life of that Subftance*?” Thus 
Mr. De Croufas, who, as, a little before, he could not fee the Na- 
ture of the Comparifon, fo here, by a more deplorable Blindneſs, 
could not fee that there was any Comparifon at all. You, fays 
s Mr. Pope, perhaps may think it would be better, that neither 
„Air nor Ocean was vexed with Tempefts, nor that the Mind 
« was ever difcompofed by Paſſion; but confider, that as in the 
% one Cafe our material Sy ſtem is ſupported by the Strife of its 
© elementary Particles, fo in the Intellectual, the Paſſions of the 
« Mind are, as it were, the Elements of buman Life, i. e. Actions. 
All here is clear, ſolid, and well-reafoned, and hath been conſidered 
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above. What muft we fay then to our Examiner's wild Talk of 
the Mixture and Fermentation of elementary Particles of Matter for 
the Nourifbment of that Subflance that thinks, and of its conflituting 
the Life of that Subftance? I call it the Examiner's, for, you fee, 
it is not Mr. Pope's; and Mr. Croufax ought to be charged with 
it, becaufe it may be queftioncd whether it was a fimple Blunder, 
he urging it fo invidioufly as to infinuate that Mr. Pope might 
probably hold the Materiality of the Soul. However, if it was a 
Miftake, it was a pleafant one, and arofe from the Ambiguity 
of the Word Life, which in Exgiiſb, as la Vie in French, figni- 
fies both Exifence and human Action, and is always to. have its 
Senfe determined by the Context, 


Mr. Pope fays, fpeaking of the Brute Creation, 


Nature to thefe, without Profufion, kind, 
The proper Organs, proper Powers affign’d. I. 171., 


Mr. Coꝝſax obferves, that ‘In this Verfe, by the Term Na- 
ce ture, we muft neceſſarily underſtand the Author of Nature; it 
« is a Figure much in Ufe. Spinoza has employ‘d all his Meta- 
e phyfics to confound thefe two Significations . Therefore, I 
ſuppoſe, Mr. Pope muft not employ the Word at all, though it be 
to vindicate it from that Aluſe, by diſtinguiſhing its diferent Signi- 
fications. But this we are to confider as a Touch of our Logician’s 
Art. It is what they call Argumentum ad invidiam. , 

The Poet, 

For as Creation’s ample Range extende, 
The Scale of fenfual, mental Powers aſcends: 
Mark how it mounts to Man's imperial Race, 
From the green Myriads in the peopled Grafs. 
Ep. i. I. 199, & feg. 


On this the Commentator, * That Place of Honour, which the 
§* Poet has refuſed to Man in another Part of his Epiſtle, he gives 


* Commentaire, p. 99 · 
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* him here, becauſe it ferves to embelliſh and perfect the Grada- | 
tion. At every Step Mr. Pope forgets one of thofe principal and 
** mult eflential Rules, which Mr. Des Cartes lays down in his 
* Methad; that is, exactly to review what one aflerts, fo that no 
P. nt be found to be gratis dictum, nor the Whole repugnant to 
«s itſeli .“ This we are to underftand, as faid, darexjxas. But I 
ſhall beg leave to obferve that our Logician here gives his Leſſons 
very impertinently. For, that Mr. Pepe, in calling the Race of 
Man imperial, hath beſtowed no ‘Title on him in this Place, which 
he had denied him elfewhere. He, with great Piety and Prudence, 
fuppofes what the Scripture tells us to be true, shat Man was created 
Lord of this inferior World; he fuppofes it, I fay, in theſe Lines of 
this very Epiſtle: 
Without this juft Gradation could they be 
Subjetted theſe to thofe, and all to thee? ` 
The Powers of all fubdued by thee alone, 
Js not thy Reafon all thofe Powers in one? I. 221, & fige 


He exprefsly oferts it in the third Epiſtle: 
Heaven's Attribute was univerfal Care, 
And Man's Prerogative to rule, but ſpare. l. 160. 


And this, in the very Place where he gives the Defcription of 
Man in Paradiſe. 
What mifled our Critic fo far as to imagine Mr. Pope had here 
contradicted himſelf was, I fuppofe, fuch Paflages asthefe: 
Afk for what End the heavenly Bodies thine, Oc. 
And again : 
Has God, thou Fool! worked fotely for thy Good, Ce. 1 
But in Truth this is fo far from a Contradiction to what was faid 
before of Man's Prerogative, that it is a Confirmation of it, and of 
what the Scripture tells us concerning it. And becaufe this Matter, 
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has been miftaken, to the Diſeredit of the Poet's religious Senti- 
ments, by Readers, whom the Condué of certain licentious Writ- 
ers, treating this Subject in an abufive Way, hath rendered jealous 
and miftruftful, I ſhall endeavour to explain it. Scripture fays, 
that Man was made Lord of àll.— But this Lord, become, at length, 
intoxicated with Pride, the common Effect of Sovereignty, ercéted 
himſelf, like particular Monarchs, into a Tyrant. And as Tyranny 
confifts in fuppofing all made for the Ufe of one; he took thofe Free- 
doms with al, that are confequent on fuch a Principle. He foon 
began to confider the whole Animal Creation as his Saves, rather 
than his Subjects; as being created for no Ufe of their own, but for 
bis only; and therefore ufed them with the utmoft Barbarity : And 
not fo content; to add IJnfult to his Cruelty, he endeavoured to 
philofophife himfelf into an Opinion, that Animals were merc 
Machines, infenfible of Pain or Pleafure. And thus, as Mr. Pope 
fays, Man affected to be the Wit, as well as Tyrant of the Whole *. 
Our Commentator can tell us what deep Philofopher it was that in- 
vented this witty Syftem, and by the Aſſiſtance of what MetHop 
fo wonderful a Difcovery was brought to Light. It became then 
one who adhered to the Scripture Account of Man's Dominion, to 
reprove this Abufe of it, and to fhew that, 

Heaven's Attribute was univerfal Care, 

And Man’s Prerogative to rule, BUT SPARE. 
The poetical Tranflator + has turned the Words, fo Man's imperial 
Race, by . 

Juſqu'à l'Homme, ce Chef, ce Roy de l'Univers! 

Even to Man, this Head, this King of the Univerfe. 
Which is fo fad a Blunder, that it contradicts Mr. Pope’s whole Syf- 
tem. Who, although he allows Man to be King of this inferior 


Grant that the Powerful fill the Weak. controul, 
Be Mas the Wit and Yyrast of the whole, Ep. iii. 54. 
+ M. L'Abbé du Reſnel. ct 
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World, is far from thinking him King of the Univerfe. If the 
Syttein itſelf could not teach him this, yet methinks the following 
Lines of this very Epiſtle might: 

So Man, who here ſeems Principal alone, 

Perhaps acts Second to fome Sphere unknown. 1. 57. 


If the Tranflator imagined Mr. Pope was here ſpeaking ironically, 
where he talks of Man's imperial Race, and fo would heighten the 
Ridicule by ce Rey de l'Univers, the Miftake is ftill worſe; the Force 
of the Argument depending upon its being faid feriou/ly. For the 
Poet is {peaking of a Scale, from the bighe? to the loweft, in the 
Mundane Syftem. 
But now we come to the famous Paffage which is to fix the 

Charge: 

All are but Parts of one ſtupendous Whole, 

Whote Body Nature is, and God the Soul. 

That, chang'd through all, and yet in all the fame, 

Great in the Earth zs in th’ Etherial Frame, 

Warms in the Sun, refreſhes in the Breeze, 

Glows in the Stars, and bloſſoms in the Trees, 

Lives thro’ all Life, extends thro’ all Extent, 

Spreads undivided, operates unſpent, 

Breathes in our Soul, informs our mortal Part, 

As full, as perfect, in a Hair as Heart; 

As full, as perfect, in vile Man that mourns, 

As the rapt Seraph that adores and burns: 

To him no high, no low, no great, no ſmall; 

He fills, he bounds, connects, and equals all. 

Ep. i. I. 259, &. ſeg. 

On which our Examiner, blind to the Light of Reaſon, as well as 
deaf to the Charms of Harmony—A Spinoziff (fays he) would exe 
Prefs bimfelf in this Manner . 1 believe he would, and fo would 
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St. Paul too, writing on the fame Subject, namely, the Omni- 
prefence of God in his Providence, and in his Subftance. In bim 
we live and move and have our Being *; i.e. we are Parts of him, 
bis Offspring, as the Greek Poet, a Panibeiſt, quoted by the Apoftle, 
obferves : and the Reafon is, becaufe a religious be,, and an im- 
pious Pantbeif, both profefs to believe the Omniprefence of God. 
But would Spineza, as Mr. Pope does, call God the great direéting 
Mind of all, who hath intentionally created a perfect Univerfe 4?" 
Or would Mr. Pope, like Spinoza, fay there is but one univerfal 
Subftance in the Univerfe, and that blind too? We know Spinoza 
would not fay the firft; and we ought not to think Mr. Pope would 
fay the latter, becaufe he fays the direct contrary throughout the 
Poem. Now it is this latter only that is Spinoxi/m. 

But this ſublime Defcription of the Godhead contains not only 
the Divinity of St. Paul; but, if that will not fatisfy, the Philgſo- 
phy likewiſe of Sir Iſaac Newton. 


The Poet ſays, 
All are but Parts of one ftupendous Whole, 
Whofe Body Nature is, and God the Soul. 


The Philofopher, ** Deus omnipræſens eft, non per Virtutem folam, 
« fed etiam per SUBSTANTIAM : nam Virtus fine Subfantia ſubſiſtere 
% non poteft f.” 
Mr. Pope, 
That, chang’d thro’ all, and yet in all the fame, 
Great in the Earth as in th’ Etherial Frame, 
Warms in the Sun, refrefbes in the Breeze, 
Glows in the Stars, and bm in the Trees, 
Lives thro’ all Life, extends thro’ all Extent, 
Spreads undivided, operates unſpent. 
* For in bim we live aad move, axd bave our Being ; as certain aljo of your ows Poets Lave > 
Said, For we are alfo bis Offspring, Acts xvii, 28. 
+, For that is the Meaning of 
All Nature is but Art, unknown to thee + 


All Chance, Direction which thou eanſt not fee. 
t Newtoni Principia Schol. gener. fub. fincm, 
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Sir Ii uue Newton—" In ipfo continentur et moventur univerfa, 
“fd abfque mutus paſſiine. Deus nibil patitur ex corporum moti- 
e bus; illa mullam ſentiunt refiflentiam ex Omni-præfentia Dei. 
Cor pore omni et figura corporea deftituitur *—Omnia regit ct 
omnia cognoſcit. Cum unaquæque fpatii particula fit femper, et 
** unumquodque Durationis indivifibile momentum, ubique, certe 
rerum omnium Fabricator ac Dominus non erit aunquam, nuf- 
“ quam +.” 

Mr. Pope, 

Breathes in our Soul, informs our mortal Part, 
As full, as perfect, in a Hair as Heart; 

As full, as perfect, in vile Man that mourns, 
As the rapt Seraph that adores and burns: 
To him no high, no low, no great, no {mall ; 
He fills, he bounds, connects, and equals all. 


Sir Iſuac Newton—** Annon ex Phenomenis conftat effe Entem 
% Incorporeum, Viventem, Intelligentem, Omnipræſentem, qui in 
** fpatio infinito, tanquam fenforio fuo, Res ipfas intime cernat, 
0 penitufque perſpiciat, tota/que intra fe prafens prafentes complec- 
** tatur 1. 

But now admitting, for Argument’s fake, that there was an 
Ambiguity in thefe Expreſſions, fo great, as that a Spinozif might 
employ them to exprefs his own particular Principles; and fuch a 
thing might well be, without any Reflection on the Poet's Reli- 
gion, or Exactneſs as a Writer, becaufe it is none on the Apeftle s, 
who actually did that which Mr. Pope is not only falſely, but, as 
we fee from this Inftance, fooliſhly accufed of doing, and becaufe 
the Spinozifts, in order to hide the Impiety of their Principle, are 
ufed to exprefs the Omniprcfence of God in Terms that any religious 
Theift might employ : In this Cafe, I fay, how are we to judge of 
the Poet's Meaning? Surely by the whole Tenor of his Argument. 


@ Newtoni Principia Schol, gener. fub finem. 1 Id. ib. 
3 Opticz Quæſt. 20. 
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Now take the Words in the Senſe of the Spinoxiſit, and he is made, 
in the Conclufion of his Epiftle, to overthrow all he has been ad- 
vancing throughout the Body of it: For Spinozifm is the Deſtruction 
of an Univerfe, where every thing tends, by a foreſeen Contrivance 
in all its Parts, to the Perfection of the Whole. But allow him to 
employ the Paflage in the Senfe of St. Paul, that we and all Crea- 
tures live, and move, and have our Being in God, and then it will 
be feen to be the moft logical Support of all that had preceded. For 
the Poet having, as we fay, laboured through his Epiftle, to prove 
that every Thing in the Univerfe tends, by a forefeen Contrivance, 
and a prefent Direction of all its Parts, to the Perfection of the 
Mole; it might be objected that fuch a Difpofition of Things im- 
plying in God a painful, operofe, and inconceivable Extent of Pro- 
vidence, it could not be fuppofed that fuch Care extended to 40, 
but was confined to the more noble Parts of the Creation. This 
grofs Conception of the Fiyſt Cauſe, the Poet expofes, by thewing 
that God is equally and intimately prefent to every Particle of Mat- 
ter, to every Sort of Subftance, and in every Inftant of Being. 

And how truly, may be feen by the Inquiry into the Nature of the 
human Soul, wrote exprefily againſt Spinozifm, where the excellent 
Author has fhewn the Neceſſity of the inmediate. Influence of God; in 
every Moment of Time, to keep Matter from falling back into its 
primitive Nothing. 

The Examiner goes on: Mr. Pope hath Reafon to call this 
Whole, a /upendous Il, bole: nothing being more paradoxical and 
s incredible, if we take his Defcription literally v.“ I will add, 
nor nothing more fo than St. Paul's, in bim we live, and move, and 
bare our Being, if taken Iiterally. I have met with one who took 
it fo, and from thence concluded, with great Reach of Wit, that 
Space was Gop. 

But Mr. Pope having faid of God, that he, 

Breathes in our Soul, informs our mortal Part, 
As full, as perfect, in a Hair as Heart :” 


Examen de ' Eſſai. 
Vor. VI. K the 


46 A COMMENTARY ON 


the C. :naentator remarks, that * one fhould make a criminal Abufe 
„ot thefe pompous Expreſſions, if once launched out, with Spi- 
* NOZA, to confound the Subſtance of God with our own ; and to 
0 imagine that the Subſtance of what we call Creature, is the fame 
* with that Being’s, to which we give the Name of Creator *.” 
Spinoza is fill the Burthen of the Song. To cut this Matter thort, 
we thall therefore give Mr. Pope's own plain Words and Senti- 
ments, in a Line of this very Eſlay, that overturn all Spinozifin 
from its very Foundations: Where, {peaking of what Common Senfè 
taught Mankind, before falfe S nſe had depraved the Underftanding, 
he favs, 

Tus Worker From THE Work DISTINCT WAS KNOWN, 

And timple Reafon never fought but one. Ep. iii. I. 230. 


But the Commentator is, at every Turn, crying out, A Follower 
of Spinoza would exprefs himfelf juſt fo. I believe he might; and 
fure Mr. Croujas could not be ignorant of the Reafon. It being 
ſo well known that that unhappy Man, the better to difguife his 
Atheifm, covered it with fuch Expreffions as kept it long concealed 
even from thofe Friends and Acquaintance with whom he moft 
intimately correfponded. Hence it muft neceffarily happen, that 
every the beft intentioned, moft religious Writer will employ many 
Phrafes, that a Spinozi? would ufe, in the Explanation of his Im- 
piety. 

To perfift, therefore, from henceforth, in this Accufation, will 
deferve a Name, which it is not my Bufinefs to beſtow. 

Mr. Pope concludes thus : 

Ceafe then, nor Order Imperfection name: 

Our proper Blifs depends on what we blame. 
Know thy own Point: this kind, this due Degree 
Of Blindneſs, Weaknefs, Heaven beſtows on thee. 


* Commentaire, 
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Submit.—In this, or any other Sphere, 

Secure to be as bleſt as thou canſt bear: 

Safe in the Hand of one diſpoſing Power, 

Or in the natal, or the mortal Hour. I. 273, & feg. 


c The Heart gives itſelf up (fays Mr. De Croufaz) to the Mag- 
4 nificence of thefe Words. But I afk Mr. Pope, with regard to 
s fuch conſolatory Ideas, whether he was not beholden, in fome 
„ Meafure, to Religion for them *?” This is in the true Spirit 
of modern Controverfy.—Our Logician had taken it into his Head, 
that the Poet had no Religion; though he does not pretend his 
Proofs rife higher than to a legitimate Sufpicion ; and finding here 
a Patlage that ſpoke plainly to the contrary, inftead of retracting 
that rath uncharitable Opinion, he would turn this very Evidence 
of his own Miftake into a new Proof for the Support of it; and fo 
infinuate, you fee, that Mr. Pope had here contradiled himſelf. 
He then preaches, for two Pages together, on the Paflage, and 
ends in thefe Words: From all this I conclude, that the Vertes 
in Queftion are altogether edifying in the Mouth of an honeft 
« Man, but that they give Scandal and appear profane in the 
« Mouth of an ill one +.” How exactly can Rome and Geneva 
jump on Occafion! So the Conclave adjudged, that thoſe Propo- 
ſitions, which in the Mouth of St. Aufin were altogether edifying, 
became ſcandalous and profane in the Mouth of Fanjénius. 

But the Examiner purfues the Poet to the very End, and cavils 
even at thofe Lines, which might have fet him right in his Miftakes 
about the Senfe of all the reft. 

All Nature is but Art, unknown to thee ; 

All Chance, Direction which thou canſt not fee; 
All Difcord, Harmony not underftood ; 

All partial Evil, univerfal Good ; 

And fpite of Pride, in erring Reafon’s Spite, 
One Truth is clear, Whatever is, is RIGHT. 


* Commentaire, p. 124, 125. + Ib. p. 127. 
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See (fiys our Examiner) Mr. Pope's general Conclufien, all that 
h, is right. So that at the Sight of Charles the Firſt lofing his 
“ Head on the Scaffold, Mr. Pope muft have faid, this is right; at 
“ the Sight too of his Judges condemning him, he muft have ſaid, 
** this is right; at the Sight of fome of theſe Judges, taken and con- 
„ demned for the Action which he had owned to be right, he 
“ muft have cried out, this is doubly right °.” 
How unaccountable is this Perverfenefs! Mr. Pope, in this very 

Epifile, has himfelf thus explained / batever is, is right, 

Refpecting Man, whatever wrong we call, 

May, muft be right, as relative to a//, 

—So Man, who here feems Principal alone, 

Perhaps acts Second to fome Sphere unknown, 

Touches fome Wheel, or verges to fome Goal ; 

‘Tis but a Part we fee, and not a Whole. 1.51, & fg. 


But it is amazing that the Abfurdities arifing from the Senfe in 
which the Examiner takes Mr. Pope's grand Principle, /’batever is, 
is right, could not thew him his Miſtake: For could any one in his 
Sentes employ a Propofition in a Meaning from whence fuch evi- 
dent Abfurdities immediately arife? ! had obferved, that this Cen- 
clufion of Mr. Pope's, that whatever is, is right, is a Confequence of 
his Principle, that partial Evil tends to univerfal Good, This thews 
us the only Senfe in which the Propofition can be underftood, 
namely, that WHATEVER IS, IS RIGHT, WITH REGARD 
TO THE DISPOSITION OF GOD, AND TO ITS ULTI- 
MATE TENDENCY. Now is this any Encouragement to Vice ? 
Or does it take off from the Crime of him who commits it, that 
God providentially produces Good out of Evil? Had Mr. Pope 
abruptly faid in his Conclution, the Refult of all is, that whatever 
is, 1 right, Me. De Croufaz had even then been inexcufable for 
potting fo abfurd a Senfe upon the Words, when he might have 
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feen that it was a Couclufion from the general Principle above- men- 
tioned; and therefore muft neceffarily have another Meaning: But 
what muft we think of him? when the Poet, to prevent Miftakes, 
had delivered in this very place, the Principle itfelf, together with 
this Conclufſon as the Confequence of it: 

All Difcord, Harmony not underftood ; 

Al partial Evil, univerfal Good; 

And ſpight of Pride, in erring Reafon’s Spight, 

One Truth is clear, I/ hatever is, is right. 


1 cannot fee how he could have told his Reader plainer, that zbi 
Conclufion was the Confequence of that Principle, unleſs he had 
wrote THEREFORE, in great Church Letters. 

Thus have I gone through what I found material in Mr. De 
Croufaz's Examen and Commentary on the frf Epiſtle: I will. only 
obferve, that he has, in feveral Places, charged Mr. Pope with 
pretended Abfurdities and Impieties, for which his free Tranflator + 
is only anfwerable. But as he profeſſes not to underſtand Englifb,. 
thote Things might have been paffed over, had he not had, at the 
fame time, a very exact and excellent Tranflation in profe +, by 
which he might have difcovered the Miftakes of the other. Not- 
withftanding that, he has chofen to follow a Verfion abounding in 
Abſurdities; becauſe it gave him frequent Opportunity to calum- 
niate. On this account therefore, it may not be amis to give an 
Inftance or two of thefe confederate Mifreprefentations, as a Speci- 
men of this Part of the Performance, likewife. 

The Tranflator fays, 

Il ne defire point cette celefte Flame, 
Qui des purs Seraphins devore, et nourrit l'Ame 1. 


That is, the Savage does not defire that heavenly Flame, which, at 


the fame time that it devours the Souls of pure Seraphims, nouriſbes 
them. Mr. De Crouſax remarks: ‘+ Mr. Pope, by exalting the Fire 


* Mr. Reſnel. + By Mr. De Silhouette. It Commentaire, p. 77. 
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* of his Poetry by an Antithefis, throws, occafionally, his Ridicule 
“on thofe heavenly Spirits. The Jadian, fays the Poet, contents 
% himfelf without any thing of that Flame, which devours at the 
i fame time that it nouriſhes. But Mr. Pope is altogether free from 
this Imputation ; nothing can be more grave or fober than his Engli 
on this Occafion : 

To de, contents his natural Defire ; 

He afks no Angel's Wing or Seraph’s Fire. l. 105. 


But neither, I dare fay, did the Tranflator mean any Thing of 
Ridicule in his devore & nourrit lame. It is the fober ſolid Jargon 
of the Schools; and Mr. F Abbe no doubt had frequently heard it 
from the Benches of the Sorbonne. Indeed had a Writer like Mr. 
Pope uſed fuch an Expreſſion, one might have ſuſpected that he 
was not fo ferious as he fhould be. 


The Poet, {peaking of God's Omniprefence, fays, 


As full, as perfect, in vile Man that mourns, 
As the rapt Seraph that adores and burns. l. 269. 


Which Mr. l Abbe has thus tranflated, 
Dans un homme ignore fous une humble chaumiere, 
Que dans le Seraphin, rayonnant de lumiere *, 


That is, as well in the ignorant Man, who inhabits an bumble 
Cottage, as in the Seraphim encompaſſed with Rays of Light. Our 
Frenchman here, in good earneft, thought, that a vile Man that 
mourned could be none but fome poor Inhabitant of a Country Cot- 
tage. Which has betrayed Mr. De Cronfaz into this important Re- 
mark: “ For all that, we fometimes find in Perfons of the loweft 
“ Rank, a Fund of Probity and Refignation, that preferves them 
from Contempt; their Minds are indeed but narrow, yet fitted 
to their Station, &e.” But Mr. Pope had no fuch childiſh Idea 
in his head. He was oppoſing here the Suman Species to the ange- 


* Commentaire, p. 120. . 
lic, 
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Ke, and fo ſpoke of that, when compared to tbis, as vile and dif- 
confolate. The Force and Beauty of the Reflection depend on 
this Senfe, and, what is more, the Propriety of it; and it is amaz- 
ing that neither the Franflator nor the Critic could fee it. There 
are many Miſtakes of this Nature, both of one and the other, through- 
out the Zranflation and the Commentary, which perhaps we may have 
occafion to take notice of as we proceed. 

In a Word, if it were of fuch Men as our Commentator that Mr. 
Pope ſpeaks, when he expreſſes his Contempt for Modern Philofo- 
phers, he might well fay, 

Yes, I defpife the Man to Books confin'd, ° 
Who from his Study rails at human Kind, 

Though what he learns he ſpeaks, and may advance 
Some general Maxims, or be right by Chance. 


LETTER 
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LETTER IL 


ARD hath been the Fate of our great Countryman, to fall 
into the hands of fuch a Critic and Tranflator. We have 
already feen how Mr. De Croufaz hath difcharged himfelf. I 
now turn to M. l Abbé du Refnel, whofe Sufficiency at leaft equals 
the Malice and Calumny of the other; and is attended with juft 
the fame Iſſue. 

1 have thewn, in my firft Letter, that this noble Production of 
human Wit and Reaſon is as fingular for its philofophical Exact᷑ueſi 
of Method, as for its poetical Sublimity of Style. 

Yet hear how our Tranflator deſcants upon the Matter: The 
4 only reafon for which this Poem can be properly termed an 
« Effay, is, that the Author has not formed his Plan with all the 
« Regularity of Method which it might have admitted.“ — And 
again,—** I would not willingly have made ufe, in my Verfion, 
of any other Liberties than fuch as the Author himfelf muft have 
“ taken, had he attempted a French Tranflation of his own Work; 
s but I was by the unanimous Opinion of all thofe whom I have 
„ confulted on this Occafion, and, amongſt thefe, of feveral Eng- 
** Iifomen, compleatly {killed in both Languages, obliged to follow 
s a different Met had. The French are not fatisfied with Sentiments 
however beautiful, unlefs they are methodically difpofed; Method 
** being the Cbaracferiſtic that diftinguifbes our Performances from iboſe 
** of cur Neighbours, and almoſt the only Excellence which they 

** agree 
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& agree to allow us. That Mr. Pope did not think himſelf con- 
* fined to a regular Plan, 1 have already obferved. I have there- 
** fore, by a neceflary Compliance with our Tafte, divided it into 
“+ Five Cantos*.” But the Reader will fee prefently, that our 
Tranflator was fo far from being able to judge of Mr. Pope's Me- 
thod, that he did not even underftand either his Subject or his Senfe, 
on which al? Method is to be regulated. 

For I now come to the Poet's fecond Epiſtle. He had ſhewn, in 
the frf, that the Ways of God are too high for our Comprchenfion ; 
whence he rightly concludes, that 


The proper Study of Mankind is Man. 


This Conclufion, from the Reafoning of the frf Epiftle, he metho- 
dically makes the Subject of his Introduction to the fecond; which 
treats of Man's Nature. But here immediately the Accufers of 
Providence would be apt to object, and fay, ‘* Admit that we had 
„run into an Extreme, while we pretended to cenfure or penetrate 
ce the Defigns of Providence, a Matter indeed too high for us; yet 
« have you gone as far into the Oppofite, while you only fend us to 
« the Knowledge of ourfelves. You muft mock us when you talk 
46 of this as a Study: for fure we are intimately acquainted with 
s ourfelves. The proper Conclufion therefore from your Demon- 
t ftration of our Inability to comprehend the Ways of Gon, is, 
s that we fhould turn ourfelves to the Study of the Frame of Na- 
4 TURE.” Thus, I fay, would they be apt to object; for there are 
no Sort of Men more elate with Pride than theſe Freethinkers ; the 
Effects of which the Poet hath fc well expofed in his fr? Epiftle, 
efpecially that Kind of Pride, which confifts in a boafted Know- 
ledge of their own Nature. Hence we fee the general Argument of 
the late Books againft Religion turns on a fuppofed Inconfiftency 
between Revelation, and what they prefume to call the eternal 
Dictates of human Nature. The Poet therefore, to convince them 


See Englith Tranſlation of his Preface, 
VoL. VI. L that 
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that this Study is leſs eafy than they imagine, replies [from l. 2 to 
19} to the % Part of the Objection, by defcribing the dark and 
feeble State of the buman Undecflanding, with regard to the Know- 
ledge of ourſelves: And farther, to ftrengthen this Argument, he 
thews, in anſwer to the fecond Part of the Objection {from l. 18 
to 31] that the higheft Advances in natural Knowledge may be 
eaſily acquired, and yet we all the while continue very ignorant of 
ourfelves. For that neither the cleare? Science, which refults from 
the Newtonian Philofophy, nor the mof fublime, which is taught 
by the Platonic, will at all aflift us in this Se/f-Study; nay, what 
is more, that Religion itfelf, when grown Fanatical and Enthufiafiic, 
will be equally ufelefs: though pure and fober Religion will beft 
inſtruct us in Man's Nature, that Knowledge being effential to Re- 
ligion, whofe Subjeĉt is Man, conſidered in all his Relations, and 
confequently whofe Obje is God. ö 
To give this ſecond Argument its full Force, he illuſtrates it 

[from 1. 30 to 43] by the nobleft Example that ever was in Science, 
the incomparable Newon, whom he makes fo fuperior to Huma- 
nity, as to reprefent the Angelic Beings in doubt, when they ob- 
ferved him of late unfold all the Law of Nature, whether he was 
not to be reckon'd in their Number; juft as Men, when they fee 
the ſurprizing Marks of Reafon in an Ape, are almoft tempted to 
think him of their own Species. Yet this wondrous Creature, who- 
faw {o far into the Works of Nature, could go no farther in $u- 
man Knowledge, than the Generality of his Kind. For which 
the Poet affigns this very jut and adequate Canfe: In all other 
Sciences, the Underftanding is unchecked and uncontrouled by any 
oppofite Principle; but in the Science of Man, the Paffons over- 
turn, as faſt as Reafon can build up. 

Alas, what Wonder! Man's fuperior Part 

Uncheck’d may rife, and climb from Art to Art; 

But when his own great Work is but begun, 


What Reaſon weaves, by Paſſion is undone. 
This 
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This is a brief Account of the Poet's fine Reaſoning in his In- 
troduction. The Whole of which his poetical Tranflator has fo 
miferably miftaken, that, of one of the moft ftrong and beft con- 
netted Arguments, he has rendered it the moft obfcure and incon- 
ſiſtent, which even the officious Commentator could ſcarce make 
worfe by his important and candid Remarks. Thus beautifully 
does Mr. Pepe defcribe Man’s Weaknefs and Blindnefs, with regard 
to his own Nature: 

~—Plac’d on this Iſthmus of a middle State, 

A Being darkly wife, and rudely great; 

With too much Knowledge for the Sceptic Side, 
With too much Weakneſs for the Stoic’s Pride, 
He hangs between; in doubt to act, or reft; 
In doubt to deem himfelf a God, or Beaft ; 

In doubt, his Mind, or Body to prefer, 

Born but to die, and reafoning but to err. 


And as he hath given this Defcription of Man, for the very con- 
trary Purpofe to which Scepiics are wont to employ fuch Kind of 
Paintings, namely, not to deter Men from the Search, but to ex- 
cite them to the Difcovery of Truth; he hath, with great Judg- 
ment, reprefented Man as doubting and wavering between the right 
and wrong Object; from which State there are great Hopes he may 
be relieved by a careful and cireumſpect Ufe of Reafon. On the 
contrary, had he fuppofed Man fo blind as to be bufied in chufing, 
or doubtful in his Choice, between two Objects equally wrong, the 
Cafe had appeared defperate; and all Study of Man had been 
effectually difcouraged, But his Tranflator not ſeeing into the Force 
and Beauty of this Conduct, hath run into the very Abſurdity I 
have here fhewn Mr. Pope hath fo artfully avoided. 

The Poet fays, 

Man hangs between; in doubt to Act, or Rest. 


Now he tells us tis Man’s Duty to 42, not to Rg, as the 
L2 Stoics 


76 A COMMENTARY ON 


Stsics thought; and to their Principle this latter Word alludes, 
he having juit before mentioned that Sed “, whofe Virtue, as he 
fays, is 
— ſix'd as in a Froft ; 
Contracted all, retiring to the Breaſt: 
Dut Strength of Mind is Exercise, not Ref. l. 92, &. ſeg. 


But the Tranflator is not for mincing Matters. 


Seroit-il en naiflant au travail condamné ? 
Aux deuceurs du repos feroit-il dettiné ! 


According to him, Man doubts whether he be condemned to a 
Javi Toil and Labour, or deftined to the Luxury of Repofe; neie 
ther of which is the Condition whereto Providence defigned him. 
This therefore contradicts the Poet’s whole Purpoſe, which is to re- 
commend the Study of Man, on a Suppofition that it will enable 
him to determine rightly in his Doubts between the true and falfe 
Object. Tis on this Account he fays, 

Alike in Ignorance, his Reafon fuch, 
Whether he thinks too Astle, or too nuch; 
Chaos of Thought and Paſſion, all confus'd, 
Still by bimfelf abus d, or diſabus d. 


i. e. the proper Sphere of his Reafon is fo narrow, and the Exer- 
cife of it fo nice, that the too immoderate Ufe of it is attended 
with the fame Ignorance that proceeds from the not ufing it at all. 
Yer, though in both thefe Cafes, he is abufed by kimfelf, he has it 
ſtill in his own Power to diſabuſe bimſelf, in making his Paffons 
Aublervient to the Means, and regulating his Reafon by the End of 
Life. Mr. De Croufaz himſelf had fome Glimmering of the Ab- 
furdity of thofe two Lines of the Tranflator: And becaufe he thall 
not fay, I allow him to have faid nothing reafonable throughout 
his whole Commentary, I will here tranfcribe his very Words: 


With too much Weaknefs for the Steic’s Pride. 
ee Ce 
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s Ce qui fait encore, que les Antitheſes frapent au licu d'inftruire, 
* c'eft qu'elles font outrées. L Homme n'ait-il condamné au travail? 
Dot. il fe permettre la molaſſe et le repos? Quel fujet de decou- 
„ ragement ou de trouble, fi l'on n’avoit de choix qu'entre deux 
« partis fi contraires? Mais nous ne naiſſons ni deftinés à un 


“ repos oiſif, ni condamnés á un travail accablant et inhumain.’” 


p. 138. 
Again, Mr. Pope, 
In doubt to deem himſelf a God, or Braſt. 


1. e. He doubts, as appears from the Line immediately following 
this , whether his Soul be Mortal or Immortal; one of which is 
the Truth, namely, its Immortality, as the Poet himfelf teaches, 
when he ſpeaks of the Omniprefence of God: 

Breathes in our Soul, informs our mortal Part. 1 Ep. I. 267. 


The Tranflator, as we fay, unconſcious of the Poet's Purpoſe, 
rambles, as before: 
Tantôt de fon efprit admirant J Excellence, 
l! penſe qu'il eft Dieu, u'i en a la puiffance z 
Et tantôt gemiſſant des befoins de fon Corps, 
Il croit que de la brute, il n'a que les reforts.. 


Here his Head (turned to a ſceptical View) was running on the 
different Extravagances of Plato in his Divinity, and of Des Cartes 
in his Philofopby. Sometimes, fays he, Man thinks himfelf a real’ 
God, and ſometimes again a meer Machine; Things quite out of 


Mr. Pope's Thoughts i in this Place. 
Again, the Poet, in a beautiful Allufion to the Sentiments and. 


Words of Scripture, breaks out into this  Jutt and moral Reflection 
upon Man's Condition here, 
Born but to die, and reafoning but to err.. 


In doubt his Misd or Bedy to prefer, 
The: 
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The Tranſlator turns this fine and fober Thought into the moft 
outrageous Scepticiſin: 
Ce n'et que pour mourir, qu'il eft né, qu'il refpire, 
Et tout fa raifon n'oh prefque qu un delire: 


and fo makes his Author directly contradi& himſelf, where he fays 
of Man, that he hath 
—too much Knowledge for the Sceptic Side. 


Strange ! that the Tranflator could not fee his Author’s Meaning 
was, that, as we are born to die and yet enjoy fome ſmall Portion 
of Life; fo, though we regſon to err, yet we comprehend fome few 
Truths. Strange! that he could not fee the Difference between 
that weak State of Reafon, in which Error mixes itfelf with all its 
true Conclufions concerning Man's Nature; and an akfirat Quality, 
wbich we vainly call Reafon, but which, he tells us, is indeed farce 
any thing elfe but Madnefi. One would think he paid little Attene 
tion to the concluding Words of this fublime Defcription, where 
the Poet tells us, Man was 

Created balf to rife, and half to fall: 

Great Lord of all Things, yet a Prey to all; 
Sole Fudge of Truth, in endleſs Error hurl'd: 
The Glory, Jeft, and Riddle of the World. 


Indeed he paid fo much, as to contrive how he might pervert them 
to a Senfe confiftent with his 
Et tout fa raifon n'et preſque qu'un delire : 


Which he does in thefe Words: 
Tantôt feu, tantôt fage, il change A CHAQUE INSTANT. 


This is indeed making a Madman of this fole Judge of Truth, to 
all Intents and Purpofes. But Mr. Pepe fays nothing of his chang- 
ing every Moment from Sage to Fool; he only fays, that Folly and 
Wifdom are the infeparate Partage of Humanity: Which is quite 
another Thing. 

But 
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But Makes, like Misfortunes, ſeldom come ſingle; and tlie rea- 

ſon is the ſame, in both caſes, becauſe they iuflueuce one another. 
For the Tranflator, having miſtaken both the Nature and End of 
the Deſcription of the Weaknefs of human Nature, imagined 
the Poet's ſecond Argument for the Difficulty of the Study of Man, 
which thews, that the cvaref and ſublinieſt Science is no Aſſiſtance 
to it, nor even Religion itfelf, when grown Fanatical and Enthu- 
fizflic; he imagined, I fay, that this fine Argument was an JI. 
tration only of the foregoing Defcription, in which Illuſtration, In- 
ſtances were given of the ſeveral Extravagances in falfe Science; 
whereas the Poet's Defign was, juft the contrary, to fhew the pro- 
digious Vigour of the human Mind, in Studies which do not relate 
to itfelf; and yet that all its Force, together with thofe Effects of is, 
avail little in this Inquiry. 

But there was another Cauſe of the Zravflator’s Error; he had 
miſtaken, as we fay, the Poet’s fr Argument for a Defcription. 
of the Weaknefs of the human Mind with regard to al! Truth; 
whereas it is only fuch with regard to the Knowledge of Man's 
Nature. This led him, as it would feem, to conclude, that, if 
Mr. Pepe were to be underitood as fpeaking dere in his ſecond Argu- 
ment, of real and great Progreſs in Science, it would contradiét 
what had been faid in-the Defcription ; and therefore, out of Ten- 
dernefs to his Author, he turns it all to imaginary Hypotbeſes. 


Let us take the whole Context.. 


J. 
Go, wondrous Creature! mount where Science guides, 
Go meaſure Earth, weigh Air, and ſtate the Tides; 


Shew by what Laws the wand' ring Planets ſtray, 
Correct old Time, and teach the Sun his Way. 


II. 
Go foar, with Plato, to th Empyreal Sphere, 


To the firft Good,, firft Perfect, and firft Fair; 
III. 
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III. 


Or tread the mazy Round his Followers trod, 
And quitting Senſe call imitating God. 
Go teach eternal Wiſdom how to rule, 
Then drop into thyfelf, and be a Fool. 


Mr. Pope, fays, Go, wondrous Creature; and he never fpeaks at 
random. The Reafon of his giving Man this Epithet is, becauſe, 
though he be, as the Poet fays, in another Place “, Zile lefs than 
Angel in his Faculties of Science, yet is he mifcrably blind in 
the Knowledge of himfelf. But the Tragſſator not apprehend- 
ing the Poet’s Thought, imagined it was faid ironically, and fo 
tranflates it; 

Va, fublime Mortel, fier de ton Excellence, 
Ne crois rien d impeſſible à ton Intelligence. 


Mr. Pope— 
—Mount where Science guides, 
Go meafure Earth, weigh Air, and ftate the Tides ; 
Shew by what Laws the wand’ring Planets ftray ; 
Corre& old Time, and teach the Sun his Way. 


This is a Defeription of the real Advances in Science, fuch as 
the Newtonian. And the very Introduction to it, — Mount where 
Science guides, fhews it to be fo. 

But the Tranflator, carried away with the Fancy of its being an 
Illufiration of the foregoing Defcription, turns the Whole to vain, 
Sale, imaginary Science, fuch as that of Des Cartes: 

Le Compas à la main, mefure Puniverfe ; 

Regle à son gré le flux et le reflux des mers; 
Fixe le poids de l'air, et commande aux planetes ; 
Determine le cours de leurs marches fecretes ; 


® Ep. I. 1. 166, 8 
umets 
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Soumets à ton calcul l'Obſcuritè des tems, 
Et de l’Aftre du jour conduis les movemens. 


Here, in order to add the greater ridicule to his falfe Senfe, he in- 
troduces the Philofopher, with Compafs in hand, meafuring the Uni- 
verfé, mimicking the Office of God in the Aét of Creation, as he 
is reprefented by the Ancients, who ufed to fay, O Ords yeaptlpsi. 
Whereas Mr. Pope's Words are, 


Go meafure Earth 


Alluding to the noble and ufeful Project of the modern Mathe- 
maticians to meafure a Degree at the Equator and the polar Circle, 
in order to determine the true Figure of the Earth, of great Im- 
portance to Aftronomy and Navigation. i 

Regulate, fays he, according to your own Will, the Flux and Re- 
Aux of the Sea; and this, Des Cartes prefumed to do: But it was 
Newton that fated the Tides. It is the pretended Philofopher that fixes 
the Weight of the Air; but the real Philofopher that weighs Air. 
It was Des Cartes that commanded the Planets, and determined 
them to roll according to his own good Plraſure; but it was Newton 
who 

Shew'd by what Laws the wand ring Planets firay. 

Submit, fays the Tranflator, the Objcurity of Time to your Calcu- 

lation——The Poet fays, 
Correct old Time. 


He is here ſtill ſpeaking of Newton. Correc old Time alludes 
to that great Man's Grecian Chronclogy, which he reformed on 
thofe two fublime Conceptions, the Difference between the Reigns 
of Kings, and the Generations of Men, and the Pofitions of the 
Colures of the Equinox and Solftices, at the time of the Argonautic 
Expedition. 

And when the Tranflator comes to the third Inftance, which 
is that of fale Religion, he introduceth it thus, 

Et joignant la folie à la semeritd, 
Vor. VI. M Which 
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Which thews how ill he underftood Mr. Pope's Inftances of the 
Natural Pbhilofophy of Newton, and the Metaplyfical Philfopsy of 
Plato. And yet all the Juftnefs, the Force, and Sublimity of the 
Poet's Reafoning conſiſt in a right Apprehenfion of them. 


Mr. Pope— 
Go teach Eternal Wiſdom how to rule, 
Then drop into thyfelf, and be a Fool. 

Thefe two Lines have only contributed to keep the Tranflator 
in his Error; for he took the f of them to be a Recapitulation of 
all that had been faid from l. 18. Whereas orh of them together, 
are a Cæncluſin from it, to this Effect: Go now, vain Man, 
„ elated with thy Acquirements in real Science and imaginary In- 
“ timacy with God; Go and run into all the Extravagances I 
have exploded in the firft Epiftle, where thou pretendedſt to 
“ teach Providence how to govern; then drop into the Obfcu- 
** rities of thy own Nature, and thereby manifeſt thy Ignorance 
and Folly.” 

Mr. Pope then confirms and illuftrates this Reafoning by one of 
the greateft Examples that ever was : 

Superior Beings, when of late they faw. 

A mortal Man unfold all Nature's I. aw, 
Admir'd fuch Wiſdom in an earthly Shape, 
And fhew'd a Newron, as we ſhew an Ape. 


In theſe Lines he ſpeaks to this Effect. But to make you 
“ fully ſenſible of the Difficulty of this Study, I thall inftance in the 
great Newton himfelf; whom when fuperior Beings, not long 
“ ſince, faw capable of unfolding the whole Law of Nature, they 
st were in doubt whether the Owner of fuch prodigious Science 
*¢ fhould not be reckoned of their own Order; juft as Men, when 
they fee the ſurpriſing Marks of Reafon in an Ape, are almoſt 
“ tempted to rank him with their own Kind. And yet this won- 
4 drous Man could go no farther in the Knowledge of his own Na- 
ture, than the Generality of his Species.” 

Thus 
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Thus ftands the Argument, in which the Poet has paid a higher 
Compliment to the great Newson, as well as a more ingenious, 
than was ever yet paid him by any of his moft zealous Followers : 
Yet the Tranflator, now quite in the dark, by Miftake upon Mif- 
take, imagined his Defign was to depreciate Newton's Knowledge, 
and to humble the Pride of his Followers: Which hath made him 
play at crofs Purpofes with his Original: 


Des celeftes Efprits la vive Intelligence 

Regarde avec pitie notre fcible Science; 

Newton, le grand Newton, que nos admirons tous, 
Eft peut-etre pour eux, ce qu'un Singe eft pour nous. 


s The heavenly Spirits, whofe Underftanding is fo far fuperior 
& to ours, look down with Pity on the Weaknefs of human. 
te Science; Newton, the great Newton, whom we fo much ad- 
“¢ mire, is perhaps in no higher Efteem with them, than an Ape 
e is with us.” 

But it is not their Pity, but their Admiration, that is the Subject 
in Queftion : And it was for no flight Caufe they admired; it was 
to fee a mortal Man unfo'd the whole Law of Nature: which, by 
the way, might have fhewn the Tranflator, that the Poet was 
{peaking of real Science in the foregoing Paragraph. Nor was it 
Mr. Pope's Intention to bring any of the Ape's Qualities, but its 
Sagacity, into the Comparifon. But why the Apes, it may be 
faid, rather than the Sagacity of fome more decent Animal; par- 
ticularly the balf-reafoning Elephant, as the Poet calls it, which, as 
well on Account of this its Superiority, as for its having no ri- 
diculous Side, like the Ape, on which it could be viewed, ſeems 
better to have deferved this Honour? I reply, Becaufe as none 
but a Shape refembling human, accompanied with great Sagacity, 
could occafion the Doubt of that Animal’s relation to Man, the 
Ape only having that Refemblance, no other Animal was fitted for 
the Compariſon. And on this Ground of Relation the whole Beauty 
of the Thought depends; Newton, and thofe fuperior Beings being 

M2 equally 
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equally immortal Spirits, though of different Orders. And here 
let me take notice of a new Species of the Sublime, of which our 
Poet may be juftly faid to be the Maker; fo new that we have yet 
no Name for it, though of a Nature diſtinẽt from every other 
poctical Excellence. The two great Perfections of Works of Ge- 
nius are Mit and Sublimiy. Many Writers have been witty, ſeveral 
have been fublime, and fome few have even poſſeſſed both thefe 
Qualities ſeparately. But none that 1 know of, befides our Poet, 
hath had the Art to incorporate them. Of which he hath given 
many Examples, both in this Eſſay, and in his other Poems. One 
of the nobleft being the Paflage in Queſtion. This ſeems to be 
the laft Edfort of the Imagination, to poetical Perfection. And in 
this compounded Excellence the Wit receives a Dignity from the 
Sublime, and the Sublime a Splendour from the Wit; which, in 
their State of feparate Exiftence, they both wanted. 

To return, This Miftake feems to have led both the Tranflator 
and Commentator into a much worfe; into a ftrange Imagination 
that Mr. Pope had here reflected upon Sir Iſaac Newton's moral 
Character; which the Poet was as far from doing, as the Philoſo- 
pher was from deferving: For, 

After Mr. Pope had fhewn, by this illuftrious Inftance, that a 
great Genius might make prodigious Advances in the Knowledge 
of Nature, and at the fame time remain very ignorant of bim- 
Self, he gives a Reafon for it: —In all other Sciences the Under- 
ftanding has no oppofite Principle to cloud and biafs it; but in 
the Knowledge of Man, the Pafions obfcure as faft as Reafon can 
clear up. 

Could he, whofe Rules the rapid Comet bind, 
Deſcribe, or fix, one Movement of the Mind ? 
Who faw thofe Fires bere rife, and there defeend*, 
Explain his own Beginning, or his End? 
; Alas, 
"© Sir Jase Newton in calculating the Fclecity of a Ca Motion, and the Courfe 
it deferibes, when it becomes vifible in its Defcent to, and Afcent from the Sun, cone 
jeGured, 
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Alas, what Wonder! Man’s fuperior Part 
Uncheck'd may rife, and climb from Art to Art; 
But when his Own great Work is but begun, 
What Reafon weaves, by Paffion is undone. 


Here we fee, at the fifth Line, the Poet turns from Newton, 
and fpeaks of Max and his Nature in general. But the Tranflator ` 
applies all that follows to that Philofopher : 

Toi qui jufques aux cieux ofes porter ta vue, 
Qui crois en concevoir et l'ordre et l'etendue, 
Toi qui veux dans leur cours, leur prefcrire la loi, 
Sgais-tu regler ton coeur, fcais-tu regner fur toi ? 
Ton efprit qui fur tout vainement fe fatigue, 
Avide de fçavoir, ne connoit point de digue ; 

De quoi par fes travaux s’eft-il rendu certain È 
Peut-il te decouvrir ton principe et ta fin? 


On which the Commentator thus candidly remarks; * It is not 
14 to be difputed, but that whatever Progrefs a great Genius jhath: 
made in Science, he deferves rather Cenſure than Applauſe, if 
he has ſpent that Time in barren Speculations, curious indeed, 
* but of little Ufe, which he fhould have employ d to know hime 
« felf, bis Beginning and bis End, and how to regulate his Con- 
“ duct; and if, inſtead of that Candour and Humanity, and Defire 
0 to oblige, Virtues fo becoming our Nature, he be over-run with 
% Ambition, Envy, and a Rage of Preheminence, whofe Violence 
„ and Rancour are attended with the moft fcandalous Effects, of 
which there are too many Inftances ; Vices which Mr. Newton 
s: lived and died an entire Stranger to . 


jectured, with the higheft Appearance of Truth, that they revolve perpetually round 
the Sun, in Ellipſes vaftly excentrical, and very nearly approaching to Parabelat, Jn: 
which he was greatly confirmed, in obferving between two Comets. a Coincidence in: 
their Peribelions, and a perfect Agreement in their Velocities. 
* Commentaire, p. 147, 
Thavæ 
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1 have tranferibed this Paffage to expofe the malignant Motives 
the Commentator appears to have had in writing againſt the Effay on 
Alan. As to the Tranflator, it would be indeed harder to know 
what Motives he could have in tranflating it, for it is plain he 
did not underftand it. Vet this is he who tells us, that the Author 
of the Effay has not formed bis Plan with all the Regularity of Me- 
shod which it might have admitted; that be was obliged to follow a 
diferent Method; for that the French are not fatisfed with Senti- 
ments bowever beautiful, unlefs they be methodically difpofed, Method 
being the Charaéteriftic that diftinguifbes their Performances from thofe 
of their Neighbours. 

Thus neither did the Critic, nor Tranjlator, ſuſpect (and never 
avere poor Men fo miferably bit) that 


Thofe oft’ are Stratagems which Errors feem, 
Nor is it Homer nods, but we that dream. 


The poetical Tranflator could not imagine fo great a Poet would 
pique himſelf upon clofe Reaſoning: and the faſtidious Philofo- 
pher, of courfe, concluded, that a Man ef fo much Wit could 
hardly reafon well; fo neither of them gave a proper Attention to 
the Poet's Syſtem. A Syftem logically .clofe, though wrote in 
Verſe, and complete, though ftudioufly conciſe: This fecond Epiſtle 
particularly (the Subject of the prefent Letter) containing the 
trueſt, cleareſt, ſhorteſt, and conſequently the beſt Account of the 
Origin, Ufc, and End of the Paſſions, that is, in my Opinion, 
any where to be met with. Which I now proceed to confider, in 
the fame flri& Manner I have {crutinized the Iatroduction. For our 
Poet’s Works want nothing but to be fairly examined by the fe- 
vereft Rules of Logic and good Philofophy, to become as illuf- 
trious for their Senfe, as they have long been for their Wit and 
Poetry. 

I go on therefore to the Body of the Diſcourſe; which, as plain 

as it is, I find Mr. De Croufaz has made a Shift (though extremely 
free with his Infinuations of Irreligion and Spinozi/m) to miſtake 
from 
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from End to End. So true is the old Saying, Homine imperito nihil- 


efi iniquius. 

The Poet having thus fhewn the Difficulty attending the Study 
of Man, proceeds to our Afliftance in laying before us the Elements 
or true Principle of this Science, in an Account of the Origin, Ufe, 
and End, of the Paſſions. He begins [from l. 42 to 49] with: 
pointing out the two grand Principles in human Nature, SeLr-Love . 
and Reason. Defcribes their general Nature: The firft fets Man. 
upon acting, the other regulates his Action. However, theſe Prin- 
ciples are natural, not moral: And, therefore, in shemfelves, neither 
good nor bad; but fo, only as they are directed. 

Nor this a good, nor that a Sad we call, 

Each works its End, to move or govern all; 
And to their proper Operation ftill- 

Afcribe all Good, to their improper Ill. 


This Obfervation is made with great Judgment, in Oppofition: 
to the defperate Folly of thofe Fanatics, who, as the Aſcetic, pre- 
tend to eradicate S- Love; as the Afyfic, would ftifle Reafon; and: 
both, on the abfurd Fancy of their being mora/, not natural Prine 
ciples.. 

The Poet proceeds [from l. 48 to 57] more minutely to mark out- 
the diftin& Offices of thefe two Principles, which ke liad: before 
aſſigned only in general; and here he thews their Neceffiy 3 for 
without Se/f-Love, as the Spring, Man would be unacti ve, and with- 
out Reafon, as the Balance, active to no Purpofe. 


Fixt like a Plant on his peculiar Spot, 

To draw Nutrition, propagate, and rot: 

Or, Meteor-like, flame lawlefs through the Void, 
Deftroying others, by himſelf deftroy’d.. 


Having thus explained the Ends and Offices of each Principle, he: 
goes on [from 1. 56 to 69] to fpeak of their Qualities: And fhews; 
how they are fitted to difcharge thofe Functions, and anfwer their: 


refpective: 
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refpective Intentions. The Bufinefs of Se/f-Love being to excite to 
Action, it is quick and impetuous; and moving inſtinctively, has, 
like Attraétion, its Force prodigioufly increafed as the Object ap- 
proaches, and proportionably leſſened as that recedes. On the 
contrary, Reaſon, like the Author of Attraction, is always calm and 
fedate, and equally preſerves itſelf, whether the Object be near, or 
far off. Hence the moving Principle is made more frong; though 
the refraining be more quick-fighted. The Confequence he draws 
from this is, that, if we would not be carried away to our Deftruc- 
tion, we muft always keep Reafon upon Guard. 

But it would be objected, that if this Account be true, human 
Life would be mof miferable, and, even in the wifeft, a perpetual 
Conflict between Reaſen and the Paffons. To this therefore the 
Poet replies [from l. 68 to 71.] Firft, that Providence has fo gra- 
cioufly contrived, that even in the voluntary Exercife of Reaſon, as 
in the mere mechanic Motion of a Limb, Habit makes that, which 
was at firft done with Pain, eaſy and natural. And, /econdly, that 
the Experience gained by the long Exercife of Reaſon goes a great 
Way towards eluding the Force of Se/f-love. Now, the attending to 
Reaſon, as here recommended, will gain us this Habit and Expe- 
rience. 

Attention, Habit and Experience gains; 
Each ftrengthens Reafon, and Self- love reſtrains. 


Hence it appears, that this Station in which Reaſon is to be kept 
conftantly upon Guard, is not fo uneafy a one as may be at firft 
imagined. 

From this Defcription of Self-love and Reaſon it follows, as the 
Port obferves [from l. 70 to 83] that both confpire to one End, 
namely, buman Happine/s, though they be not equally expert in the 
Choice of the Means; the Difference being this, that the ff haſtily 
feizes every thing which has the Appearance of Good; the other 
weighs and examines whether it be indeed what it appears. 


This 
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This fhews, as he next obferves, the Folly of the Schoolmen, who 
confider them as two cppofite Principles, the one Good, and the other 
ill: The Obfervation is feafonable and judicious; for this dangerous 
School-Opinion gives great Support to the Manichean or Zoroaftran 
Error, the Confutation of which was one of the Author's chief 
Ends of Writing. For if there be two Principles in Man, a good 
and dad, it is natural to think him the joint Product of the two- 
Manichzan Deities (the firſt of which contributed to his Regſon, the 
other to his Paffons) rather than the Creature of one individual 
Caufe. This was Plutarch's Notion, and, as we may fee in him, 
of the more ancient Manicheans. It was of Importance therefore to 
reprobate and fubvert a Notion that ferved to the Support of fo 
dangerous an Error. And this the Poet has done with more Force 
and Clearueſs than is often to be found in whole Volumes wrote againſt 
that heretical Opinion : 

Let ſubtile Schoolmen teach thefe Friends to fight, 
More ftudious to divide, than to unite; 

And Grace and Virtue, Senfe and Reafon fplit, 
With all the rafh Dexterity of Wit. 


But the French Tranflator has miftaken thefe Lines for a Reflec- 
tion, not on the Theology, as Mr. Pope intended them, but on the 
Logic of the Schools, with which the Poet had here nothing to do. 
This, it is true, delights in Diftin@ions without Difference, which 
is indeed a Fault, but not of fo high Malignity as the other: shar, 
which the Poet cenſures, leading directly into Error; this, which 
his Tranflator reproves, only hindering our Progrefs in Truth or 
Science. 


Qu' un Scholaſtique vain cherchant à difcourir 
Cache la Verité loin de la découvrir, 
Que, par un dong tifu d Argumens inutiles, 
Par des tours ambigus, par des raifons inutiles, 
Voulant tout divifer jufgues à l'infini, 
II ſepare avec art ce qui doit être uni. 
VoL, VI. N Now, 
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Now, though this Fault in the Logie of the Schools be univerfally 
owned and condemned by all cut of them, and by no one more 
than by Mr. De Croufas liimſelf, in his Books of Logic, yet in pure 
Contradidtion to Mr. Pope, who, as he thought, had condemned it, 
he could rot forbear faying, A Poet may happen to write with more 
Elegance than a Schoolman, and yet for all that not be able to expreft 
himfelf with more Jufinefs and Precifion*. ` 

The Poet having given this Account of the Nature of Se/f-/ove in 
general, comes now to anatomixe it, in a Diſcourſe of the Passions, 
which he aptly names the Modes of Sel/-love; the Object of all 
thefe, he thews [from 1. 82 to 91] is Good; and when under the 
Guidance of Reafon, real Good; either of our own, or of another; 
for fome Goods not being capable of Divifion or Communication, 
and Reaſ n, at the fame time, direéting us to provide for ourfelves, 
we therefore, in purſuit of thefe Objects, ſometimes aim at our own 
Good, fometimes at the Good of others; when fairly aiming at 
our own, the Pafion is called Prudence, when at another's, Virtue. 

Hence (as he ſhews from l. 90 to 95) appears the Folly of the 
Stoics, who would eradicate the Paſſions, Things fo neceffary both 
to the Good of the Individual, and of the Rind. Which prepeſte- 
rous Method of promoting Virtue, he therefore very reafonably re- 
proves. But as it was from Obfervation of the Evils occafioned 
by the Paſſions, that the Sroics thus extravagantly projected their 
Extirpation, the Poct recurs [from l. 94 to 101] to his grand Prin- 
ciple, fo often before, and to fo good Purpofe, inſiſted on, that 


— partial Ill is univerfal Good: 


and ſhews, that, though the Tempeſt of the Paffions, like that of 
the Air, may tear and ravage fome few Parts of Nature in its Paf- 
fage, yet the falutary Agitation produced by it preferves the whole 
in Life and Vigour. This is his fix? Argument againft the Stoies, 
which he illuftrates by a very beautiful Similitude, on a Hint taken 
. from Scripture Story + : 

® Commentaire, p. 152. t 1 Kings xix, 11, 12. 


Nor 


Mr. POPE'S ESSAY ON MAN. 91 


Nor God alone in the / Calm we find, 
He mounts the Storm, and walks upon the Wind. 


But the Tranflator, not taking this Allufion, has turn'd it 
thus: 
Dieu lui-méme, Dieu fort de fon profond repos. 


And fo has made an Epicurean God of the Governor of the Univerſe, 
of whom Scripture afforded Mr. Pope this grand and ſublime Idea. 
Mr. De Croufaz does not ſpare this Expreſſion of God's coming out 
of bis profound Repoſe.— It is (fays he) excefively poetical, and pre- 
Jents us with Ideas which we ought not to dwell upon. But when he 
goes on—/(there is nothing in God's directing the Storm which can 
authorife the Paffions that difturb our Happinefs ), he talks very im- 
pertinently. Mr. Pope is not here arguing from Analogy, that as 
God raifes and heightens the Storm, fo fhould we raife and heighten 
the Paffons. The Words are only a fimple Affirmation in the 
poetic Drefs of a Similitude, to this Purpofe.—** Good is not only 
produced by the Subdual of the Paſſions, but by the turbulent 
„% Exercife of them :” 

Nor God alone in the fill Calm we find, 

He mounts the Storm, and walks upon the Wind. 


A Truth conveyed under the moft fublime Imagery that Poetry 
could conceive or paint. For he is here only fhewing the provi- 
dential Effects of the Paffions, and how, by God's gracious Difpo- 
fition, they are turned away from their natural Biafs, to promote 
the Happinefs of Mankind. As to the Method in which they are 
to be treated by Man, in whom they are found, all that he con- 
tends for, in favour of them, is only this, that they fhould not be 
quite rooted up and deftroyed, as the Stoics, and their Followers in 
all Religions, foolifhly attempted, For the reft, he conftantly re- 
peats this Advice: 

The Action of the Stronger to ſuſpend, 

Reason ſtill ufe, to Reason fill attend. 

. * Commentaire, p. 188. 


N 2 His 


92 A COMMENTARY ON 


His co Argument againft the Stoics [from I. 100 to 113) is, 
that Pafions go to the Compoſition of a moral Charaéler, juft as. 
Ekementary Particles go to the Compofition of an organized Body: 
Therefore, for Man to go about to deftroy what compoſes his very. 
Being, is the Height of Extravagance: It is true, he tells us that 
theſe Paſſans which in their natural State, like Elements, are in 
perpetual Jar, muft be tempered, foftened, and united, in order to 
perfect the Work of the great plaftic Artif; who, in this Office, 
employs human Reafon: Whofe Buſineſs it is to follow the Road 
of Nature, and to obferve the Didtates of the Deity. Follow ber 
and God. The Ufe and Importance of this Precept is evident : For 
in doing the frf, the will diſcover the Abſurdity of attempting to 
eradicate the Paſſions; in doing the fecond, the will learn how to 
make them fubfervient to the Intereft of Virtue : 


Suffice that Reafon keep to Nature’s Road, 

Subje&, compound them, follow ber and God. 

Love, Hope, and Joy, fair Pleafure’s ſmiliug Train, 
Hate, Fear, and Grief, the Family of Pain, 

Thefe mixt with Art, and to due Bounds confin’d, 
Make and maintain the Balance of the Mind. 


His third Argument againft the Stoics [from 1. 112 to 117) is, 
that the Paffions occafion in us a perpetual Excitement to the Purfuit 
of Happinefs ; which without theſe powerful Inciters we ſhould 
neglect, in an infenfible Indolence. Now Happine/s is the End of 
our Creation; and this Excitement the Means of Happingſi: There- 
fore thefe Movers, the Paſſons, are the Inſtruments of God, which 
he has put into the Hands of Reafon, to work withal : 


Pleafures are ever in our Hands or Eyes, 

And when in Act they ceafe, in Proſpect rife 5. 
Prefent to grafp, and future ftill to find, 
The whole Employ of Body and of Mind. 


The 
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The Poet then proceeds in his Subject; and this lat Obfervation 
leads him naturally to the Diſcuſſion of his next Principle. He 
fhews then, that though all the Pafions have their Turn in fway- 
ing the Determinations of the Mind, yet every Man has one Mas- 
TER Passion that at length ſtifles or abſorbs all the reft. The 
Fa he illuftrates at large, in the fir Epiſle of his fecond Bool. 
Here [from 1. 116 to 132) he gives us the Caufe of it: Thofe > 
„ Pleafures or Goods, which are the Objects of the Paſſions, af- 
“ fe&t the Mind, by ſtriking on the Senfes; but, as through the 
Formation of the Organs of the human Frame, every Man has 
“ fome Senfe ſtronger and more acute than others, the Object, 
s which ftrikes that ſtronger or acuter Senfe, whatever it be, will 
be the Object moft defired ; and, confequently, the Purfuit of that: 
* will be the ruling Pafion:” | 

All fpread their Charms, but charm not all alike, 
On different Senfes different Objects firike ; 

Hence different Paſſions more or leſs inflame, 

As ftrong, or weak, the Organs of the Frame; 
And hence one Maſter Paſſion in the Breaſt, 

Like Auron’s Serpent, ſwallows all the reft. 


that the Difference of Force in this ruling Paffion ſhall at ſirſt, 
perhaps, be very ſmall or even imperceptible; but Noture, Habit, 
Imagination, Wit, nay even Regſon itſelf, ſhall affift its Growth, till 
it hath at length drawn and converted every other into itſelf. 

All this is delivered in a Strain of Poetry fo wonderfully fublime,. 
as ſuſpends for a while the ruling Paſſon iu every Reader, aud in- 
groſſes his whole Admiration: 

As Man, perhaps, the Moment of his Breath 

Receives the lurking Principle of Death ; 

The young Difeafe, that muft fubdue at length, 

Grows with his Growth, arid ſtrengthens with his Strength = 
So, caft and mingled with his very Frame, 


The Mind’s Difeafe, its RULING Passton came: 
: Eachs 
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Each vital Humour which ſhould feed the whole, 
Soon flows to this, in Body and in Soul ; 
Whatever warms the Heart, or fills the Head, 
As the Mind opens, and its Functions ſpread, 
Imagination plies her dangerous Art, 

And pours it all upon the peccant Part. 

Nature its Mother, Habit is its Nurfe ; 

Wit, Spirit, Faculties, but make it worfe 3 
Reafon stfelf but gives its Edge and Power, 

As Heaven's bleſt Beam turns Vinegar more four . 


This naturally leads the Poet to lament the Weakne/s and Infuffi- 
ciency of buman Reafon [from I. 138 to 151]; and the honeft Purpofe 
he had in fo doing was, plainly to intimate the Neceſſity of a more 
ſublime Diipenſation to Mankind : 


We, wretched Subjects, though to lawful Sway, 

In this weak Queen fome Fav'rite ftill obey. 

Ah! if the lend not Arms as well as Rules, 

What can fhe more than tell us we are Fools ? 

Teach us to mourn our Nature, not to mend, . 
A tharp Accuſer, but a helplefs Friend ! 


St. Paul himſelf did not chufe to employ other Arguments, 
when difpofed to give us the higheſt Idea of the Ufefulnefs of Chrif 
dianity +. But, it may be, the Poet finds a Remedy in natural 
Religion: Far from it. He here leaves Reafon unrelieved. What 


* The Poet, in fome other of his Epifiles, gives Examples of the DoAcine and Precepts 
here delivered. Thus, in that of the Ufe of Riches, he has illuftrated this Truth in the 
Character of C: 

Old Corra fham’d his Fortune and his Birth, 
Yee was not Cotta void of Wit ar Werth. 
What though (the Ufe of barh’rous Spits forgot) 
His Kitchen vied in Coolnefs with his Grot ? 
If Cotta liv’d on Pulſe, it was no more 
Than Bramin', Saints, and Sages, did before, 
+ Sec his Epiſile to the Romans, c. vii. 
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is this then but an Intimation that we ought to feck for a Cure in 
that Religion which only dares profeſs to give it? 

But Mr. De Croufux fays, the Poet, in this Reprefentation of 
human Reafon, has contradicted what he faid of it in the Soth and 
98th Lines of this Epiſtle. And, poflefied with this Notion, he 
goes on, in his declamatory Way, fo unworthy a grave Logician : 
Does Mr. Pope take a Pleafure in blowing bot and cold, in giving us ` 
Succefrrely the Sweet and Bitter, to reduce us to fuch a State that we 
may not know what to flick to? If there be no ill Defign at Bottom in 
thefe Contradiétions, but that they only ſpring from the imprudent Cuftom, 
chablifoed in the Schools, of talking Pra and Con*, &c. And then 
tells an idle common-place Story of Cardinal Perron. In the mean 
time it happens that this is no Contradiction at all, or, if it be, it 
is that very Contradiction into which St. Paul likewife fell, when 
he fo continually recommended the Ufe of Reafon, and yet fo ener- 
getically defcribed its linbecillity and Impotence. But as our 
Logician faid before, on a like Occaſion, this might be edifying in s 
good Man, yet give Scandal in an ill one. 

To proceed, as it appears from the Account here given of the 
ruling Paſſion, and its Cauſe, which refults from the Structure of 
the Organs, that it is the Road of Nature, the Poet thews (from 
I. 150 to 157] that this Road is to be followed. So that the Office 
of Reafon is not to direct us what Paffion to exerciſe, but to aſſiſt 
us in RECTIFYING, and keeping within due Bounds, that which 
Nature hath fo ſtrongly impreſſed; for that 


A mightier Power the ſtrong Direction fends, 
And feveral Men impels to feveral Ends. 


Here Mr. De Croufaz pours out the full Stream of his Candour 
and Politenefs, in his Criticifm on thefe Lines : 
Vet Nature's Road muft ever be preferr d; 
Reaſon is here no Guide, but ſtill a Guard; 


* Commentsire, p. 166. 


Tis 
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‘Tis her’s to RECTIFY, not overthrow, 
And treat this Pufion more as Friend than Foe. 


The only Refuge I bave bere left (fays he) is to fuppofe that Mr. Pope 
thought the very Mention of this Notion would be fuficient to expofe the 
Abfurdity and Horror of it, and of thofe who regulate their Conduct 
on fuch unrighteous and foocking Ideas. And I conceive I fbould do 
Al. FAbbè de Sep-Fontaines much Injuftice, if I did not believe this 
was bis intention in tranflaiing this Paſſage. But, to bave a more 
perfet Idea of the Ridicule and Horror of it, let us put the Words into 
the Mouth of a Confeffor o, &c. And fo he goes gayly on +, to re- 
prefent a ghoftly Father encouraging his Penitents in their feveral 
Vices on Mr. Pope’s pretended Principles. But we thall fpoil his 
Mirth, by only affuring him, that the Poet’s Precept can have no 
other Meaning than this, That as the ruling Pafion is implanted 
by Nuture, it is Reafon’s Office to regulate, direct, and reftrain, 
hut not to overthrow it. To regulate the Paſſion of Avarice, for 
*¢ inftance, into a parfimonious Difpenfation of the public Reve- 
„ nues; to direct the Paſſion of Love, whofe Object is Worth and 
Beauty, 
To the ſirſt Good, firſt Perfect, and firſt Fair . 


« as his Mafter Plato adviſes; and to reftrain Spleen, to a Contempt 
aud Hatred of Vice.“ This is what the Poet meant, and what 
every unprejudiced Man could not but fee he muſt needs mean, by 
RECTIFYING THE MASTER PASSION, though he had not 
confined us to this Senfe, in the Regſon he gives of his Precept, in 
thefe Words : 

A mightier Power the ſtrong Direction fends, 

And feveral Men impels to feveral Ends. 


For what Ends are they which God impels to, but the Ends of 
Virtue? 
e Commentaire, p. 170. ＋ Id. 171, 172. 
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But for a more perfect Idea (to {peak in his own free Terms) of the 
Ridicule of our Logician’s Comment, let us attend to what he re- 
marks on thefe two laft Lines. Thefe Words (fays he) may be un- 
derflood in more than one Senfe, which is not rare, and may bave a 
more or lefs refrained Meaning. They are fufceptible of a Senfe extra- 
vagant and injurious to Providence, and they will admit of a reafan- 
able one, and very worthy our Attention *, Here, we fee, he doubts" 
about the Meaning of the Reafon of the Precept; admits it may 
have a good one; and yet condemns, without Hefitation, and in 
the grofteft and moft thocking Terms, the Precept itfelf ; whofe 
Meaning muft yet, according to all rational Rules, even thofe of 
his own Logic, if it have ‘y fuch, be determined by the Reaſon 
of it. 

But to return. The Poet having proved that the ruling Pafion 
(fince Nature hath given it us) is not to be overthrown, but recti. 
fied, the next Inquiry will be of what Ufe the ruling Paſſon is; for 
an Ufe it muſt have, if Reafon be to treat it thus mildly? Téis 
Ufe he ſhews us [from l. 156 to 187] is twofold, Natural and 
Moral. 

1. Its natura! Uſe is to conduct Men ſteddily to one certain End, 
who would otherwife be eternally fluctuating between the egual 
Violence of various and difcordant Paſſions, driving them up and 
down at random : 

Like varying Winds, by other Paſſions toft, 

This drives them conftant to a certain Coatt ; 
and by that Means enables them to promote the Good of Society, by 
making each a Contributor to the common Stock. 

Let Power or Knowledge, Gold or Glory pleafe, 

Or (oft more ſtrong than all) the Love of Eafe : 

Through Life "tis follow'd.— 

2. Its moral Ufe is to ingraft our ruling Virtue upon it: 
Th’ eternal Art, educing Good from III, 
Grafts on this Paffion our bef Principle; 


S Commentaire, p. 174. 
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and by that Means enables us to promote our own Good by turning 
the Encrbitancy of the ruling Pufion into its neighbouring Virtue s 


Sce Anger, Zeal and Fortitude fupply ; 

Ev'n Au rice, Prudence; Sloth, Philofophy : 

Nor Virtue, male or female, can we name, 

But what will grow on Pride, or grow on Shame. 


The Wiſdom of the divine Artift is, as the Foet finely obferves, 
very illuſtrious in this Contrivance : For the Mind and Body having 
now one common Intereft, the Efforts of Virtue will have their. 
Force infinitely augmented : 


"Tis thus the Mercury of Man is fixt, 

Strong grows the Virtue with his Nature mixt; 
The Drofs cements what elfe were too refin’d,. 
And in one Interefi Body atts with Mind. 


But left it fhould be objected that this Account favours. the Doc- 
trine of Necefity, and would infinuate that Men are only acted upon 
in the Production of Good out of Evil; the Poet teacheth [from 
J. 186 to 193] that Man is a free Agent, and hath it in his own 
Power to turn the natural Paffions into Virtues or into Vices, pro- 
perly fo called: 

Realon the Biafs turns from Good to Ill, 
And Nero reigns a Titus, if he wil L. 


Secondly, If it ſnould be objected, that though the Poet doth in- 
decd tell us fome Actions are beneficial and fome hurtſul, yet he 
could not call thoſe Virtuous, nor theſe Vicious, becauſe, as he has 
defcribed Things, the Motive appears to be only Gratification of 
Jeme Paſſion; give me leave to anfwer for him, that this would be 
miftaking the Argument, which in this Epiſtle [to I. 239. ] conſiders 
the Paſſions only with regard to Society, that is, with regard to their 
_Effeéts rather than their Motives.—That however it is his Defign 
to teach that Actions are properly virtuous and vicious; and though 
it 
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it be difficult to diftinguith genuine Virtue from ſpurious, they hav- 
ing both the fame Appearance, and both the fame public Efes; yet 
they may be diſembarraſſed. If it be afked, by what Means? He 
replies [from l. 192 to 195] by Conſcience, which is fufficient to the 
Purpofe; for tis only a Man's own Concern, to know whether 
his Virtue be pure and folid; for what is that to others, while the 
Effect of this Virtue, whether real or unſubſtantial, is, as to them, 
the fame? 

This Light and Darknefs, in our Chaos join' d, 

What ſhall divide? The God within the Mind, 


A Platonic Phrafe for Conscience ; and here employed with 
great Judgment and Propriety. For Cunſcience either fignifies, /pe- 
culatively, the Judgment we pafs of Things upon whatever Princi- 
ples we chance to have; and then it is only Opinion, a very 
unable Judge and Divider: Or elfe, it fignifies, practically, the 
Application of the eternal Rule of Right (received by us as the Law 
of God) to the Regulation of our Actions; and then it is properly 
Conscience, The God (or the Law of God) «within the Mind, of 
Power to divide the Light from the Darknefs in this Chaos of the 
Paſſions. 

But fill it will be faid, why all this Difficulty to diftinguith 
true Virtue from falfe? The Poet thews why [from l. 194 to 201] 
„That though indeed Vice and Virtue fo invade each other's 
*¢ Bounds, that ſometimes we can ſcarce tell where one ends and 
4 the other begins, yet great Purpofes are ferv’d thereby, no lefs 
„than the perfecting the Conſtitution of the Whole; as Lights 
„and Shades, which run into one another in a well-wrought 
Picture, make the Harmony and Spirit of the Compofition.” 
But on this Account to fay there is neither Vice nor Virtue, the 
Poet thews [from l. 200 to 207] would be juft as wife as to fay 
there is neither black nor white; becaufe the Shade of that, aud 
the Light of tbis, often run into one another: 


O 2 Afk 
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Aik your own Heart, and nothing is fo plain; 
lis to miake them colts the ‘Time and Pain. 


This is an Error of Speculation, which leads Men fo foolithly to. 
conclude, that there is neither Vice nor Virtue. 

2. There is another of Prates, which hath more common and 
fatal Effects; and is next confidered [from l. 206 to 211:] It is 
this, That though, at the firt Afpest, Vice be fo horrible as to af- 
fright all Beholders, yet, when by Habit we are once grown fa- 
miliar with her, we ſirſt fufler, and in time begin to lofe the Me- 
mory of her Nature: 

Vice is a Monfter of fo frightful Mien, 
As, to be hated, needs but to be feen ; 
Yet feen too oft, familiar with her Face, 
We firſt endure, then pity, then embrace. 


Which neceffarily implies an equal Ignorance in the Nature of 
Virtue. Hence Men conclude, that there is neither one nor the 
other. 

But it is not only that Extreme of Mice next to Virtue, which be · 
trays us into thefe Miftakes: We are deceived too, as he ſhews 
us [from J. 210 to 221}, by our Obfervations about the orker 
Extreme. 

But where th’ Extreme of Vice was ne'er agreed: 
Afk where’s the North? at York 'tis on the Tweed; 
In Scotland, at the Orcades ; and there 

At Greenland, Zembla, or the Lord knows where. 


For, from the Extreme of Vice's being unfettled, and perpetually 
fhifting, Men conclude, that Vice itfelf is only nominal. 

3. There is yet a third Caute of this Error of no Vice no Vir- 
tue, compoſed of the other two, i. e. partly /peculative, and partly 
practical: And this alfo the Poet confiders [from I. 220 to 229] 
thewing it arifeth from the Imperfection of the bef Characters, and 
the Inequality of all; whence it happens that no Man is extremely 

virtuous 
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virtuous or vicious, nor extremely conflant in Purfuit of either. 
Why it fo happens the Poet affigns an admirable Reafon in this 
Line: 
For, Vice or Virtue, skIy direcis it fill, 
An Adherence or Regard to what is, in the Senfe of the World, 
a Man’s own Interef, making an Extreme in either impoffible. Its 
Effect in keeping a good Man from the Extreme of Virtue needs 
no Explanation: And in an ill Man, Se/f-interef? thewing him the 
Neceffity of fome kind of Reputation, the procuring and preferving 
that will neceſſarily keep him from the Extreme of Vice. 
The Mention of this Principle that fe/f direé?s Vice and Virtue, and: 
its Conſequence, which is, that 
Each Individual feeks a feveral Goal, 


leads the Author to obferve 
That Heaven's great View is one, and that the Whole; 


and this brings him naturally round again to his main Subject, 
namely, God's producing Good out of Ill, which he profecutes in bis- 
inimitable Manner [from J. 228 to 239]. 

That counterworks each Folly and Caprice; 

That difappoints th’ Effect of ev'ry Vice: 

That happy Frailties to all Ranks apply d. 

Shame to the Virgin, to the Matron Pride, 

Fear to the Statefman, Rafhnefs to the Chief, 

To Kings Prefumption, and to Crowds Belief. 


I. Hitherto the Poet hath been employed in difcourfing of the 
Ufe of the Paffions, with regard to Society at large, and in freeing 
his Doctrine from Odjections, This is the frf general Divifion of 
the Subject of this Epifle. 


Il. He comes to thew {from I. 238 to 251] the Ufe of theſe 
Paſſions, with regard to the more confined Circle of our Friends, Re- 
lations, and Acquaintance. And this is the Second general Divifion :: 

Wants, 
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Wants, Frailties, Paſſions eloſer fill ally 

The common Intereft, or endear the Tie: 

To thefe we owe true Friendſhip, Love fincere, 
Each home-felt Joy that Life inherits here: 

Yet from the fame we learn in its Decline 

Thole Joys, thoſe Loves, thofe Interefts to reſign. 


As theſe Lines feem not to have been underftood by the Tran- 
JSlator, and are fcandaloufly miſrepreſented by the Commentator, 
who would infinuate them to be a kind of Approbation of Suicide, 
1 thall here give the Reader their plain and obvious Meaning. 

1 To thefe Frailties (fays he) we owe all the Endearments of pri- 
«s vate Life; yet, when we come to that Age, which generally 
*¢ difpofes Men to think more ferioufly of the true Value of Things, 
and, confequently, of their Proviſion for a future State, the 
** Confideration that the Grounds of thoſe Foys, Loves and Friend- 
ss fips, are Wants, Frailties and Paffons, proves the beft Expe- 
s dient to wean us from the World; a Difengagement fo friendly 
to that Provition we-are now making for another. The Obfer- 
vation is new, and would in any Place be extremely beautiful, but 
has 4ere an infinite Grace and Propriety, as it fo well confirms, by 
an Inftance of great Moment, the Poet’s general Thefis, That God 
males Iil, at every Step, productive of Good. 

III. The Poet having thus thewn the Ufe of the Paffions in 
Society and in domgſtic Life, he comes in the lafl Place [from 1. 
250 to the End] to thew their Ufe to the Individual, even in their 
Illuſions; the imaginary Happinefs they prefent helping to make the 
real Miſeries of Life lets infupportable, And this äs his shird ge- 
neral Divifion : 

—Opinion gilds with varying Rays 
Thoſe painted Clouds that beautify our Days: 
Each Want of Happinefs by Hope ſupply d, 
And each Vacuity of Senfe by Pride. 


* Commentaire, p. 206. 
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Thefe build as faft as Knowledge can deftroy = 
In Folly’s Cup ftill laughs the Bubble Joy ; 
One Profpe& loft, another ftill we gain; 

And not a Vanity is given in vain. 


Which muft needs vaftly raife our Idea of God's Goodnefs, who: 
hath not only provided more than a Counter-balance of real Hap- 

pinefs to human Miferies, but hath even, in his infinite Compaf- ` 
fion, beſtowed on thofe, who were fo fooliſh as not to have made 

this Provifion, an imaginary Happinefs ; that they may not be quite: 
over-borne with the Load‘ of human Miferies. This is the Poet’s- 
great and noble Thought, as ſtrong and ſolid as it is new and in- 
genious. But fo ftrangely perverfe is his Commentator, that he 

will fuppofe him to mean any thing rather than what the obvious 

Drift of his Argument requires; yet, to fay Truth, cares not much 

in what Senfe you take it, fo you will believe him that Mr. Pope's. 
general Defign was to reprefent human Life as one grand Illufion. 
Jatally conduéted. But if the Rules of Logic ferve for any other 

Purpofe than to countenance the Paffions and Prejudices of fuch. 
Writers, it may be demonftrated, that what the Poet here teaches 

is only this, That thefe Illufions are the Follies of Men, which 

c they wilfully fall into, and through their own Fault; thereby 
« depriving themfelves of much Happinefs, and expoſing them- 
« felves to equal Miſery: But that ftill God (according to his 

„ Univerfal way of Working) gracioufly turns thefe Follies fo far 
“ to the Advantage of his miferable Creatures, as to be the prefent 
4 Solace and Support of their Diftreffes,” 


—Tho’ Man’s a Fool, yet God is wife. . 


LETTER 
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W E are now got to the Third Epifile of the Eſay on Man. 
Mr. Pope, in explaining the Origin, Ufe, and End of the 
Paſſions, in the fecond Epiſtle, having fhewn that Man has /ecial 
as well as /elf/b Paſſions; that Doctrine naturally introduceth the 
Third, which treats of Man as a socrar Animal; and connects it 
with the Second, which confidered him as an IN DIVIDbVAL. And 
as the Conclufion from the Subject of the Fir? Epiſtle made the 
Introduction to the Seeond, fo here again, the Conclufion of the 
Second, 
Ev'n mean Self: love becomes, by Force divine, 
The Scale to meaſure others Wants by thine, 


makes the Introduction to the Third: 


Here then we reſt; the Univerfal Caufe 
Adds to one End, but acts by various Laws. 


The Reaſon of Variety in thoſe Laws, all which tend to one and 
the fame End, the Good of the Wéole, generally, is, becaufe the 
Good of the Individual is likewife to be provided for; both which 
together make up the Good of the Whole uaiverfally. And this 
is the Caufe, as the Poet fays elfewhere, that 

Each Individual feeks a feveral Goal. Ep. ii. I. 227. 
But 
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But to prevent their refting there, God has made cach need the 
Aſſiſtance of another: and fo, 
On mutual Wants, built mutual Happineſs. Ep. iii. I. 112. 


It was neceſſary to explain theſe two firſt Lines, tlie better to 
fee the Pertinency and Force of what follows [from 1. 2 to 7] where 
the Poet warns fuch to take Notice of this Truth, whofe circum- 
ftances placing them in an imaginary Station of Independence, and 
a real one of Infenfibility to mutual Wants (from whence general 
Happinefs reſults) make them but too apt to overlook the true 
Syftem of Things; fuch as thofe in full Health and Opulence. This 
Caution was neceflary with regard to Society; but ftill more necef- 
fary with regard to Religion: ‘Uherefore he eſpecially recommends 
the Memory of it both to Clergy and Laity, when they preach or 
pray; becaufe the Preacher who does not confider the Fri Caufe 
under this View, as a Being conſulting the Good of the Whole, 
muft needs give a very unworthy Idea of him: And the Suppli- 
cant, who prays as one not related to a Whole, or as difregarding 
the Happinefs of it, will not only pray in vain, but offend his 
Maker, by an impious Attempt to counterwork his Difpenfation : 

In all the Madnefs of ſuperfluous Health, 

The Trim of Pride, the Impudence of Wealth, 
Let this great Truth be prefent Night and Day, 
But moſt be preſent, if we preach or pray. 


The Tranſlator, not ſeeing into the admirable Purpofes of this 
Caution, hath quite dropt the moſt material Circumſtances con- 
tained in the 1% Line; and, what is worfe, for the fake of a foolith 
Antitheſis, hatli deſtroyed the whole Propriety of the Thought, in 
the fe and fecond, and fo, between both, hath left his Author 
neither Senſe nor Syſtem, 

Dans le Scin du bonheur, ou de Adverſuc. 

Now, of all Men, thoſe in Adverfity have the leaſt need of this 
Cautich, as being the leaſt apt to forget that God confults the Good of 

Vor. VI. P the 
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the IWkeie, and provides for it, by procuring mutual Happineſi by 
means of mutual Wants : Becaute fuch as yet retain the Smart of 
any froth Calamity are moit compaſſionate to others labouring un- 
der the fame Misfortunes, and moit prompt and ready to relieve 
them. 

The Poet then introduccth his Syftem of human Sociability [l. 7, 
8) by thewing it to be the Dictate of the Creator, and that Man, 
in this, did but follow the Example of “general Nature, which is 
united in one clgſe Svflem ef Benevolence: P 


Look round our World; behold the Chain of Love 
Combining all below, and all above. 


This he proves, fir? [from l. 8 to 13] (on the noble Theory 
of Attraélion) from the Oeconomy of the material World; where 
there is a general Confpiracy in all the Particles of Matter to 
work for onc End; the Ufe, Beauty, and Harmony of the whole 
Mafs. 

I. 


See plaftic Nature working to this End, 

The {mgle Atoms each to other tend, 

Attract, attraéted to, the next in Place 

Form'd and impell’d it's Neighbour to embrace. 


Formed and impelled, fays he. Theſe are not Words of a loofe 
undiftinguithed Meaning, thrown in to fill up the Verfe. This 
is not our Author’s Way, they are full of Senſe; and of the moft 
philofophical Precifion. For to make Matter fo cobere as to fit it 
for the Ufes intended by its Creator, a proper Configuration of its 
inſenſible Parts is as neceflary as that Quality fo cqually and uni- 
verfally conferred upon it, called Altraction. 

But here again the Tranflator, miſtaking this Defcription of the 
Prefervation of the material Univerfe by the Principle of Attraction, 
for a Defcription of its Creation, has quite deftroyed the Poet's 
fine analogical Argument, by which he proves, from the Cir- 

cumftance 
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cumftance of mutual Attraction in Matter, that Man, while he 
ſeeks Society, and thereby promotes the Good of his Species, co- 
operates with God's general Diſpenſation. For the Circumftance of 
a Creation proves nothing but a Creator : 

Voi du Sein du Chaos eclater la lumiere, 

Chaque Atome ebranlé courir pour s embraſſer, &c. 


The Poet's fecond Argument [from 1. 12 to 27] is taken from the 
vegetable and animal World; whofe Beings ferve mutually for the 
Production, Support, and Suftentation of cach other. 


II. 


See Matter next, with various Life endued, 

Prefs to one Centre ſtill, she general Good ; 

See dying Vegetables Life fuftain, 

See Life diffolving vegetate again: 

All Forms that perith other Forms fupply, 

By Turns they catch the vital Breath, and die; 
Like Bubbles to the Sea of Matter born, 

They rife, they break, and to that Sea return, &c. 


One would wonder what ſhould have induced Mr. l'Abbé to tranſlate 
the two laft Lines, thus: 
Sort du neant y rentre, et reparoit au jour. 


Comes out of Nothing, and enters back again into Nothing. 

But he is generally as confiftently wrong as his Author is right. 
For having, as we obferved, miſtaken the Poet’s Account of the 
Prefervation of the material World, for the Creation of it; he makes 
the very fame Miftake with regard to the vegetable and animal; and 
fo comes in here (indeed rather of the latet) with his Production 
of Things out of nothing. 

I ſhould not have taken notice of this Miftake but for Mr. De 
Croufaz's ready Remark. * Mr. Pope, fays he, defcends even to 
the moft vulgar Prejudices; when he tells us, that each Being 

P 2 40 comes 
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s cemes out of Nuthinz, the com: non People think that that which 
* difappears is annihilated. “The Atoms, the ſmalleſt Particles, the 
Roots of terreftiial Bodies ſubſiſt v, Sc.“ But who it is that de- 
fcends to the wortt vulgar Prejud:ces, the Reader will fee when he 
is told that Mr. De Croufaz knew very well that Mr. Pepe faid not 
one Word of each Eeing's geing back into Nothing; both from his 
not finding it in the Profe ‘l'ranflacor, and from R-/rel’s Conſeſſion 
in his Pretuce, that he had taken great Liberties with his Ori- 
inal. 

: But this Part of the Argument, in which the Poet tells us, that 
God 

Conneéts each Being, greateit with the leaſt; 

Made Beaſt in Aid of Man, and Man of Beatt ;. 

All. ferv'd, all ſerving 
awaking again the old Pride of his Adverfaries, who cannot bear 
that Man ſhould be thought to be ferving as well as erved; he 
takes this Occafion again to humble them [from 1..26 to 53] by the 
fame kind of Argument he had fo fuccefsfully employed in the fA 
Epiitle, and which our frf Letter has confidered at large. 

However, his Adverfaries, loth to give up the Queftion, will 
reafon upon the Matter; and we are now to ſuppoſe them objecting 
againſt Providence in this Manner —We grant, fay they, that iu 
the irrational, as in the inanimate Creation, all is ferved, and all is 
Serving. But, with regard to Man, the Cafe is different; he ſtands 
fingle. For his Reafon hath endowed him both with Power and 
Addreſs, fufficient to make all Things ſerve bim; and his Self-/ove, 
of which you have fo largely provided for him, will difpofe him, 
in his Turn, to ferve none. Therefore your Theory is imperfect.— 
Not fo, replies the Poet [from 1. 52 to 83] I grant you, Man in- 
«s deed affects to be the Wit and Tyrant of the Whole, and would fain 
** fhake off 


— That Chain of Love, 
Combining all below and all above: 


* Commentaire, p. 221, 
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But Nature, even by the very Gift of Neaſen, checks this Ty- 
“rant: For Reafon endowing Man with the Ability of ietting 
* together the Memory of the pait, and Conjecture about the Future; 
and pait Misfortunes making him apprehenſive of more to come, 
“ this difpofes him to pity and relieve others in a State of Suffer- 
„ing. And the Paffion growing habitual, naturally extends its 
Effects to all that have a Senfé of ſuffering. Now as Brutes have 
neither Man’s Reafon, nor his inordinate Self. love to draw them 
from the Syftem of Benevolence, ſo they wanted not, and 
1 therefore have not, this buman Sympathy of another's Mifery. By 
„which Paſſion we fee thofe Qualities, in Man, balance one ano- 
ther, and fo retain him in that general Order, in which Provi- 
“ dence has placed its whole Creation. But this is not all; Man’s. 
“ Intereft, Amuſement, Vanity, and Luxury, tie him ſtill cloſer 
“ to the Syſtem ef Benevolence, by obliging him to provide for 
the Support of other Animals; and though it be, for the moft: 
‘* part, only to devour them with the greateſt Guft, yet this docs. 
** not abate the proper Happinefs of the Animals fo preferved, to 
“ whom Providence bus not given the ufelefs Knowledge of their End: 
From all which it appears, that the Theory is yet uniform, and. 
perfect. 


Grant that the Powerful ſtill the Weak controulj 
Be Man the Wit and Tyrant of the Whole: 
Nature that Tyrant checks; he only knows 
And helps another Creature’s Wants and Woes. 
Say, will the Falcon, ftooping from above, 

Smit with her varying Plumage, fpare the Dove? 
Admires the Jay the Inſect's gilded Wings, 

Or hears the Hawk when Philomela fings ?- 

Man cares for all, Cc. 

For fome his Intereft prompts him to provide, 

For more his Pleafure, yet for more his Pride. 


This 
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“this is the Force of this fine and noble Argument. The fenfe- 
I-fs and fcandalous Reflections of Mr. De Croufaz on the latter 
Part of it, I have refuted in my former Letter. 

But even to this, as a Caviller would ſlill object, we muft ſuppoſe 
him fo to do, and fay—Admit you have fhewn that Nature hath 
endowed all Animals, whether human or brutal, with fuch Facul- 
ties as admirably fit them to promote the general Good: Yet, in 
its Care for 6s, hath not Nature neglected to provide for the 
private Good of the Individual? We have Caufe to think it hath, 
and we fuppofe that it was on this exclufive Confideration that it 
kept back from Brutes the Gift of Reaſon (fo neceffary a means 
of private happinets), becaufe Reafon, as we find in the Inftance 
of Man, where there is Occafion for all the complicated Contri- 
vance you have defcribed above, to make the Effects of his Paffons 
counterwork the immediate Powers of his Reaſon, in order to keep 
him ſubſetvient to the general Syſtem; Reafon, we fay, naturally ` 
tends to draw Beings into a private, independent Syftem. 

This the Poet anfwers by thewing [from l. 82 to 109] that the 
Happineſt of animal and human Life is widely different. The Hap- 
pineſs of human Life confifting in the Improvement of the Mind, 
can be procured by Reaſon only: But the Happinefs of animal Life 
conſiſting in the Gratifications of Senfe, is beft promoted by In- 
fin. And, with regard to the regular and conſtant Operation of 
each, in that, Inftin& hath plainly the Advantage: For dere God 
dlirects immediately ; there, only mediately, through Man: 


Reafon, however able, cool at beft, 

Cares not for Service, or but ferves when preft; 
Stays till we call, and then not often near; 
But boneſt Inftin& comes a Volunteer. 

And Reaſon raife o'er Inftin& as you can, 

In this tis God direds, in that tis Man. 


The Commentator (who I will, in Charity, fuppofe faw nothing 
of this fine and ſober Reafoning, nor was apprehenſive of the Ob- 
jetlion which occaſioned it, though that Objection arifes directly 

from 
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from the Subject) accufeth the Poet of defigning to reprefent 
Brutes as perſect as Man, who is (fays he) of a Nature fufceptible 
of Religion v. But if our Commentator could not fee the Chain of 
Reafoning,-he might yet, methinks, have attended to this plain 
Denunciation of the Poet, which introduceth the Difcourfe that 
gives him fo much Offence : ' 


Whether with Reafon or with Inſtinct bleſt. 
Nip all enjoy the Power, which fuits them bef : 
To Bliſs alike by that Direction tend, 

And find the Means proportion d to the End. 


Which thews the Perfection here ſpoken of not to be a Perfection 
equalled to that of another Being, but only fuch an one as is propor- 
tioned to the Being itſelf, of whom this Perfection is predicated. 

The Poet now comes to the main Subject of his Epiftle, the 
Proof of Man's SociaBIL IT v, from the two general Societies com- 
pofed by him; the NarurAL, ſubject to paternal Authority; and 
the civil, ſubject to that of a Magiftrate: Which he hath had the 
Addreſs to introduce, fiom what had preceded, in fo eafy and natu- 
ral a Manner, as fhews him to have the Art of giving all the Grace 
to the Drynefs and Severity of Method, as well as Wit to the 
Strength and Depth of Reaſon. For the philofophic Nature of his 
Work requiring he fhould thew by what Means thofe Societies were 
introduced, this affords him an Opportunity of fliding gracefully 
and eafily from the Preliminaries into the main Subject; and fo of 
giving his Work that Perfection of Method, which we tind only in 
the Compofitions of great Writers. 

For having juft before, though to a different Purpofe, defcribed 
the Power of beftial Inſtinct to attain the Happinefs of the Indi- 
vidual, he goes on in ſpeaking of Inftin& as it is ferviceable both 
to that, and to the Kind [from 1. 108 to 148] to illuftrate the Ori- 
ginal of Society. He ſhews, that though, as he had before ob- 
ferved, God had founded the proper Blifs of each Creature in the 
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Nature of its own Being, yet thefe not being independent Indivi- 
duals, but Parts of a Whole, God, to blefs that Whole, built 
mutual Happinefs on mutual Wants: Now for the Supply of mu- 
tual Wants, Creatures muft neceflarily come together; which is 
the ſirit Ground of Society amongſt Men: 

Whate'er of Life all · quickening Æther keeps, 

Or breathes through Air, or ſhoots beneath the Deeps, 

Or pours profuſe on Earth; one Nature feeds 

The vital Flame, and ſwells the genial Seeds. 

Not Man alone, but all that roam the Wood, 

Or wing the Sky, or roll along the Flood, 

Fach loves itſelf, but not itſelf alone, 

Each Sex detires alike, till two are one. 


He then proceeds to that called natural, ſubject to paternal Autho- 
rity, and ariling from the Union of the two Sexes; defcribes the 
imperfect Image of it in Brutes; then explains it at large in all its 
Cauſes and Effects: And, laſtly, thews, that as in Fact, like 
mere animal Society, it is founded and preferved by mutual Wants, 
the Supplial of which caufes mutual Happinefs ; fo is it likewife 
in Ricur, as a rational Society, by Equity, Gratitude, and the 
Obfervence of the Relation of Things in general: 

Reflection, Reafon, ftill the Ties improve; 

At once extend the Intereft, and the Love: 

With Choice we fix, with Sympathy we burn, 

Each Virtue in each Paffion takes its Turn; 

And ftill new Needs, new Helps, new Habits, rife, 

That graft Benevolence on Charities. 

Mem' ry and Forecaſt juft Returns engage, 

That pointed back to Youth, this on to Age; 

While Pleafure, Gratitude, and Hope combin'd, 

Still ſpread the Intereft, and preſerv'd the Kind.] 


But the Atheiſt and Hobdif, againſt whom Mr. Pope writes, deny 


the Principle of Right, or of natural Fuſtice, before the Invention 
of 
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of civil Compact, which, they fay, gave Being to it: And accor- 
dingly have had the Effrontery publickly to declare, that a State of 
Nature was a State of War. This quite fubverts the Poet's natural 
Society: Therefore, after his Account of that State, he procceds to 
ſupport the Reality of it, by overthrowing the oppugnant Princi- 
ple of no natural Fuſtice; which he does [from l. 147 to 170} by 
fhewing, in a fine Defcription of the State of Innocence, as repre- 
fented in Scripture, that a State of Nature was fo far froin being 
without natural Fuftice, that it was, at firſt, the Reign of God, where 
Right and Truth univerfally prevailed : 


Nor think, in Nature’s State they blindly trod, 
The State of Nature was the Reign of God. 
Self-love, and focial, at her Birth began, 

Union, the Bond of all Things, and of Man. 
Pride then was not; nor Aris, that Pride to aid; 
Man walk'd with Beaft, joint Tenant of the Shade. 


Now let us hear Mr. De Croufaz, who tells us, be bad redoubled 
his A'tention upon this Epifile*.—Mr. Pope (fays he) Heals with 
the Qurance of an Eye-witnefs of what puffed in this firft Age of the 
World +.—And why ſhould he not, when conducted by his Faith 
in Scripture Hiftory?—Tbat which be bere reprefents, fays he, is 
much left credible in itfelf, that that which Mofes teacheth us 1. Now 
what muft we think of our Logician’s Faith, who taking it for 
granted, that Mr. Pope would not borrow of Mofes, has here con- 
demned, before he was aware, the Credibility of Scripture Hifto- 
ry? For the Account here given of the State of Innocence is indeed 
no other than that of Mofes himſelf. 

He goes on—This Religion, common to Brutes and Men, infinuates 
tous, that, in thofe bappy Times, Men bad no more Religion than 
Brutes +. ` 


a Commentaire, p. 218. + Ib. p. 240. 
Vox. VI. : Q This 
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This threwd Reflection points at the following Lines: 


In the fame Temple, the reſounding Wood, 
All vocal Beings hymn'd their equal God. 


But docs not the Poet ſpeak, in this very place, of Man, as of- 
ficiating in the prieftly Office at the Altar, and offering up his. 
blamelefs euchariſtical Sacrifice to Heaven? 

The Shrine with Gore unftain’d, with Gold undreſt, 
Unbrib'd, unbloody, ſtood the blamelefs Prieſt. 


As to the Line, 
All vocal Beings hymn'd their equal God, 


our Logician ſhould be ſent to Scripture for its Meaning; who, 
had he been as converfant with the P/almif as with Burgerſdicius, 
would have learned to have judged more pioufly as well as more 
charitably. The infired Poet calling to Mind (as Mr. Pope did 
here) the Ai of Innocence, and full of the great Ideas of thofe 


Chains of Love, 
Combining all below, and all above; 


which 


Draw to one Point, and to one Centre bring 
Beaft, Man, or Angel, Servant, Lord, or Ring; rae 


breaks out into this rapturous and divine Apoſtrophe, to call back 
the devious Creation to its priſtine Rectitude. That very State 
Mr. Pepe deſeribes above: Praife the Lord, all ye Angeli: praiſe 
“ him, all ye Hoſts. Praiſe him, Sun and Moon; praiſe him, all, 
“ ye Stars of Light. Let them praife the Name of the Lord, for, 
he commanded, and they were created. Praiſe the Lord frqm 
“the Earth, ye Dragons, and all Deeps: Fire and Hail, Snowy 
and Vapour, ftormy Wind fulfilling his Word: Mountains and 
“ all Hills, fruitful Trees, and all Cedars: Beaſts and all Cattle, 
“ creeping Things, and flying Fowl: Kings of the Earth and all 
“© People; Princes and all Judges of the Earth. Let them praife 

“the 
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ce the Name of the Lord; for his Name alone is excellent, his 
s Glory is above the Earth and Heaven.“ Pſal. exlviii. 

To return. Strict Method (in which, by this time, the Reader 
finds the Poet more converfant than our Logician was aware of) 
leads him next to {peak of that Society which fucceeded the zatu- 
ral, namely the civil. But as he does all by eafy Steps, in the 
natural Progreſſion of Ideas, he firft explains [from 1. 169 to 200} 
the intermediate Means which led Mankind from natural to civil So- 
ciety. Theſe were the Invention and Improvement of Arts. For 
whilé Mankind lived in a mere State of Nature, unconfcious of the 
Arts of Life, there was no need of any other Government than the 
paternal; but when Arts were found out and improved, then that 
more perfect Form under the Diredion of a Magifrate became 
neceſſary. And for thefe Reafons; Fir, to bring thofe Arts, al- 
ready found, to Perfection; and, Secondly, to fecure the Product of 
them to their rightful Proprictors. The Poet, therefore, comes 
now, as we fay, to the Invention of Arts; but being always intent 
on the great End for which he wrote his Eſay, namely, to mortify 
that Pride, which occafions the impious Complaints againſt Provi- 
dence, he, with the greateſt Art and Contrivance, ſpeaks of theſe 
Inventions, as only Leſſons learnt of mere Animals guided by In- 
ftin&; and thus, at the fame time, gives a new Inſtance of the 
wonderful Providence of God, who has contrived to teach Man- 
kind in a Way not only proper to humble human Arrogance, but 
to raife our Idea of infinite Wiſdom to the greateſt Pitch. All this 
he does in a Profopopaia the moft ſublime that ever entered into the 
human Imagination : 

See him from Nature riſing flow to Art! 

To copy Infin then was Reafon’s Part: 

Thus then to Man the Voice of Nature fpake— 
t Go, from the Creatures thy Inftruétions take; 
“ Thy Arts of Building from the Bee receive, 

Learn of the Mole to plow, the Worm to weave; 

2 2 “ Learn 
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+ Learn of the little Nautilus to fail, 

ss Spread the thin Oar, and catch the driving Gale, &e. 
“ Yet go! and thus o'er all the Creatures fway, 
Thus let the Wiſer make the reft obey, 

% And for thoſe Aris mere Inflindt could afford, 

4 Be crown'd as Monarchs, or as Gods ador d. 


The Delicacy of the Poet's Addrefs, in the ficft Part of the laft 
Line, is very remarkable. I obferved, that, in this Paragraph, he 
has given an Account of theſe intermediate Means that led Man- 
kind from natural to civil Society, namely, the Invention and 
Improvement of Arts. Now here, on his Conclufion of this Ac- 
count, and Entry upon the Defcription of civi! Society itfelf, he 
connests the two Parts the moft gracefully that can be conceived, 
by this true hiftorical Circumftance, that it was the Invention of 
thofe Arts, which raifed to the Magiftracy, in this sew Society, now 
formed for the perfeing them. 


I cannot leave this Part without taking notice of the ftrange 
Turn the Tranflator has given to thefe two Lines: 

Thus then to Man the Voice of Nature fpake— 

Go, from the Creatures thy Inſtructions take.“ 


La Nature indigné alors fe fit entendre ; 
Va, malheureux mortel, va, lui dit-elle, apprendre 
Des plus vils animaux 


One would wonder what ſhould make him repreſent Nature in fuch 
a Paffion at Man, and calling him Names, when Mr. Pope ſuppoſes 
her in her beft good Humour, and Man the moft happy in the Di- 
re€tion here given. But whaf led him into this Miftake was ano- 
ther full as grofs: Mr. Pope having defcribed the State of Inno- 
cence, which ends at thefe Lines, 

Heaven’s Attribute was univerfal Care, 

And Man’s Prerogative to rule, but ſpare, 


turns 
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turns from thofe Times to a View of thefe latter Ages, and breaks 
out into this tender and humane Complaint : 

Ah, how unlike the Man of Times to come! 

Of half that live the Butcher and the Tomb; 

Who, Foe to Nature, hears the general Groan, 

Murders their Species, and betrays his own, Cr. 


Unluckily, the Tranflator took this Man of Times to come, for 
the Corrupter of that frf Age: and fo imagined the Poet had in- 
troduced Nature. only to fet things right: he then fuppofed, cf 
courfe, fhe was to be very angry, and not finding Mr. Pope had re- 
prefented her in. any great Emotion, he was willing- to improve 
upon his Original.. 

To proceed, after all this neceſſary Preparation, the Poet ſhews 
[from l- 199 to 211.) how Civil Society followed, and the Advan- 
tages it produced. But theſe are beft defcribed in his own Words: 

Great Nature ſpoke; obſervant Men obey’d ;- 

Cities were built; Societies were made : 

Here rofe one little State; another near- 

Grew by like Means; and join’d through Love, or Fear. 
Did here the Trees with ruddier Burthens bend, 

And there the Streams in purer Rills defcend ? 

What War could ravith, Gommerce could beftow, 

And he return'd a Friend, who came a Foe. 

Converfe and Love Mankind might ftrongly draw, 
When Love was Liberty, and Nature Laws 

Thus States were form'd. 


Nothing can be jufter than this Account, or more corroborative: 
of the Poet’s general Theory. Yet his Tranflator has a ftrange: 
Fatality in contradicting him, whenever he attempts to puraphraſe. 
bis Senfe. 

The firft Line Mr. l Abbé turns thus, 

Par ces mots la Nature excita I’Induftrie, . 
Et de l Homme feroce enchaina la furie, 
Chained up the Fury of Savage Man, . And. 
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And ſo contradiéts his Author’s whole Syſtem of Benevolence, and 
gocs over to the Atheiſt's, who ſuppoſes the State of Nature to be a 
State of War. That which ſeems to have mifled him was theſe 
Lines: 


What War could ravith, Commerce could beftow, 
And he return’d a Friend, who came a Foe. 


Lut the Tranflator fhould have confidered, that though his Author 
maintains 4 Stute of Nature to be a State of Peace, yet he never 
imagined there could be no Quarrels in it. He well knew, that 
Sei ſeiove drives through Juſt and through Unjuft*. He puſhes no 
Syfiem to an Extravagance; but feers between Dottrines feemingly 
oppoite +, or, in other Words, follows Truth uniformly through- 
out. 

Having thus explained the Original of Civil Society, he thews us 
next [from I. 210 to 216] that to this Society a civil Magiftrate, 
properly fo called, did belong: and this, in Confutation of that 
idle Hypothefis of Filmer, and others; which pretends that God 
conferred the regal Title on the Fathers of Families, from whence 
Men, when they had inftituted Society, were to fetch their Magif- 
trates. On the contrary, our Poet thews that a King was unknown 
till common Interef, which led Men to inſtitute civil Government, 
led them, at the fame time, to inſtitute a Governor. However, 
that it is true that the fame Wifdom or Valor, which gained regal 
Obedience from Sons to the Sire, procured Kings a paternal Autho- 
rity, and made them conſidered as Fathers of their People. Which 
probably was the Original (and, while miftaken, continues to be 
the chief Support) of that flavith Error; Antiquity reprefenting i its 
eatlieft Monarchs under the Idea of a common F. ather, wer ka 
Afterwards indeed they became a kind of Fofer-Fathers, awopétves 
daw, as Homer calls them: Till at length they began to devour that 
Flock they had been fo long accuftomed to hear; and, as Plutarch 


è Ep. iii, l. 270. + See Preface. © 
fays 
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fays of Cecrops, ix xpmsë Bzomiws &ypiov 8 deaxerra du syercucvav 
TTPANNON. 
the Name of King unknown, 

Till common Intereſt placed the Sway in one. 

Twes Virtue only (or in Arts, or Arms, 

Diffuſing Bleſſings, or averting Harms) 

The fame which in a Sire the Sons obey'd, 

A Prince, the Father of a People made. 


Our Author has good Authority for his Account of the Origin of 
Kingthip. Ariflotle aſſures us of this Truth, that Twas Virtue 
only or in Arts or Arms.. Kabigdja: Baciulg ix rds exuimcaw xab d 
x aperis à , TAV aro TYG aps, & xab öbrif N roa 
vb *. l 

The Poet now returns [at l. 216 to 242] to what he had left 
unſiniſhed in his Defcription of natural Society. This, which ap- 
pears irregular, is indeed a fine Inftance of his thorough Knowledge 
of the Art of Method. 1 will explain it. 

This third Epiftle, we fee, confiders Man with refpect to Society ;. 
the fecond, with reſpect to himfelf; and the fourth, with refpeé? to 
Happinefs. But in none of thefe Relations does. the Poet ever lofe: 
fight of him under that in which he ftands to Gon; it will follow 
therefore, that ſpeaking of him with reſpect to Society, the Ac- 
count would be then moft imperfect, were he not at the fame time 
confidered with reſpect to bis Revicion; for, between thefe two 
there is a cloſe, and, while Things continue in Order, a moſt inte- 
refling Connection. 


True Faith, true Policy, uNITED ran; 
That was but Love of God, and this of Man. I. 240. 


Now Religion ſuffering no Change, or Depravation, when Man 
firft entered into civil Society, but continuing the fame as in the 
State of Nature, the Poet, to avoid Repetition, and to bring the 


d ® Polit. lib. v. c. 10. 
Accounts 


329 A COMMENTARY ON 


Accounts of true and ſuſſe Religion nearer to one another, in order 
to centruff them by the Advantage of that Situation, deferred giv- 
ing Account of his Religion, till he had ſpoken of the Origin of 
that Society. Thence it is, that he here refumes the Account of 
the State of Nature, that is, fo much of it as he had left untouched, 
which was only the Religion of it. This confifting in the Know- 
ledge of one God, the Creator of all Things, the Poet thews how 
Men came by that Knowledge. That it was either found out by 
Reason, which, giving to every Effedl a Caufe, inſtructed them to 
go trom Caufe to Caufe, till they came to the Frast, who being 
caufelefs, would neceflarily be judged fe//-erjfent: Or taught by 
Trapition, which preferved the Memory of the Creation.—He 
then tells us whet thefe Men, undebauched by falfe Science, un- 
derſtood by God's Nature and ATTRIBUTES. /, Of God's Na- 
ture; that they eaſily diftinguithed between the [Vorkman and the 
Work; and faw the Sutfance of the Creator to be diftin& and dif- 
ferent from that of the Creature; and fo were in no Danger of 
falling into the horrid Opinion of the Greek Philofophers, and their 
Follower Spinoza. And fimple Reafon teaching them, that the 
Creator was but One, they eaſily faw that aX was right; and were 
in as little Danger of falling into the Manichean Error, which, 
when obligue Wit had broke the fleddy Light of Reafon, imagined 
all was not right, having before imagined all was not the Work of 
One. adly, What they underſtood of God's Artributes ; that they 
eafily conceived a Father where they had found a Deity, and that a 
Sovereign Being could only be a ſovereign Good. 


Till then, by Nature crown’d, each Patriarch fate, 
King, Prieft, and Parent of his growing State: 
On him, their fecond Providence, they hung, 
Their Law his Eye; their Oracle his Tongue, &e. 
Till drooping, ‘fickening, dying, they began 
Whom they sever'd as Ged, to mourn as Man. 


I. Then, 
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I, 
Then, looking up from Sire to Sire, explor'd 
One great firft Father, and that Firft ador'd. 


II. 
Or plain Tradition that this all degun, 
Convey’d unbroken Faith from Sire to Son. 


. I. 
The Worker from the Work diftin& was known, 
And fimple Reafon never fought but one. 

Ere Wit oblique had broke that fteddy Light, 
Man, like his Maker, faw that all was right. 


II. 
To Virtue in the Paths of Pleaſure trod, 
And own'd a Father when he own'd a God. 
Love all the Faith, &e. 


Our methodical Tranflator, not apprehending that the Poet was 


here returned to finifh his Defcription of the State of Nature, has 
fallen into one of the groſſeſt Miſtakes that ever was committed. 
He has taken this Account of true Religion, for an Account of the 
Origin of Idolatry, and thus fatally embelliſhes his own Blunder, 


Jaloux d'en conſerver les traits et la figure, 

Leur zele induftrieux inventa la Peinture. 

Leurs neveux, attentifs à ces hommes fameux, 

Qui par le droit du fang avoient régné fur eux, 
Trouvent-ils dans leur fuite un grand, un premier pere, 
Leur aveugle reſpect l'adore et le révere, 


Here you have one of the fineft Pieces of Reafoning in the World, 


turned, at once, into as mere a Heap of Nonfenfe. You will 
wonder how it came about: The unlucky Term of Great fir? Fa- 
ther confounded our Tranflator, and he took it to fignify a Great- 
Grandfather. But he ſhould have confdered that Mr. Pope always 
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reprefents God as every wife and good Man would do, and as our 
Religion dire&ts us to do, under the Idea of a Farner : He thould 
have che ve. l that the Port is here deſeribing thofe Men, who 


To Firtue in the Paths of Pleaſure trod, 
And own'd a Faber, where they own’d a Cod. 


You may be fure Mr. De Croufaz has not let let thefe fine 
Strokes about the Original of Painting efcape him. But here the 
Critic (which is a Wonder) proves clearer-fighted than the Tranf- 
lator; he faw that the Lines in Queftion were a Continuation of 
fomething not immzdiately preceding; but that was all he faw, as 
may appear by his fagacious Remark. We thall be miftaken 
„ (fays he) if we regard this Paflage as a Continuation of the 
“ Iliftory immediately going before. It would be too great an 
„% Anachronifm to fuppofe it. The Government of Fathers of 
% Families did not fucceed that of Kings; on the contrary, the 
Reign of thefe was eſtabliſhed on the Government of thofe *.” 

Order leads the Poet to fpeak next [from 1. 241 to 246] of the 
Corruption of civil Society into Tyranny, and its Caufes; and here, 
with all the Art of Addrefs, as well as Truth, he obferves, it arofe 
from the Violation of that great Principle, which he fo much 
infifts upon throughout his Eflay, That each was made for the Ufe 
of all: 

Who firſt taught Souls enflav’d, and Realms undone, 
Th’ enormous Faith of many made for one? 

That proud Exception to all Nature’s Laws, 

T' invert the World, and counterwork its Caufe. 


And in this Ariſtotle places the Difference between a King and a 
Tyrant; that the fr? fuppofes himfelf made for the People; the 
ether, that the People are made for him +. 


* Commentaire, p. 249. 8 
e, BAXIAETE sivas dk, Saug of ple nentnpires rag Colas, pails AH⁰ν wdexeow, 3 
di 4.6 pà Nl. patie, ats TIPANNIE, o pte Se Ax zonde; & pa vt Idas pasias xere, 

Pol, I. v. e. 10. f 
But 
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But we may be fure, that in this Corruption, where natural 
Juſtice was thrown afide, and Force, the Atheiſt's Juftice, prefided 
in its ftead, Religion would follow the Fate of civil Scciety. We 
know, from ancient Hiftory, it did fo. Accordingly, Mr. Pope 
[from 1. 245 to 270] with corrupt Politics defcribes corrupt Reli- 
gion and its Cauſes; he ff informs us, agreeable to his exact 
Knowledge of Antiquity, that it was the PoLITICIAN, and not the. 
Priest (as our illiterate Tribe of Free-thinkers would make us be- 
lieve) who firft corrupted Religion. Secondly, that the Surersti- 
TION, he brought in, was not invented by him, as an Engine to 
play upon others (as the dreaming theif feigus, who would thus 
miferably account for the Origin of Religion), but was a Trap he 
firft fell into himfelf. 


Force firft made Conqueft, and that Conqueft, Law; 
Till Superflition taught the Tyrant awe, 

Then har the Tyranny, then lent it aid, 

And Gods of Conquerors, Slaves of Subjects made. 


All this is agreeable to the Poet’s vaft Knowledge of human 
Nature. For that Impotency cf Mind, as the Latin Writers call 
it, which gives Birth to the enormous Crimes neceflary to fup- 
port a Tyranny, naturally ſubjects its Owner to all the vain, as 
well as real Terrors of Confcience. Hence the whole Machinery 
of Superfition. 

She, midſt the Lightning’s Blaze and Thunder’s Sound, 
When rock'd the Mountains, and when groan’d the Ground, 
She, from the rending Earth and burfting Skies, 

Saw Gods defcend, and Fiends infernal rife. 


And it is no Wonder that thofe, who had fo impioufly attempted 
to counterwork the Defign of Nature, by acting as if many were 


* They expreſſed the Paſfer for tyrannizing by this Word. A fine Roman Hiftorian 
fays of Marius, that he was Gloria infatiabilis, \MPOTENS femperque inguictus, And of 
Pompey, Potentid fad aunquam aut rare ad tmPOTENTIAM /i. 
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made for one, fhould now imagine they faw all Nature arming in 
Vengeance againſt them. ; 

It is true, the Poet obſerves, that afterwards, when the Tyrant's 
Fright was over, he had Cunning enough, from the. Experience of 
the Ede of Superſtition upon himfelf, to tuen it by the Affiftance 
of the Prieft (who for his Reward wept Shares with him in the 
Tyranny) as his beft Defence againſt his Subjects. a 


With Heaven's own Thunders fhook the World below, 
And play'd the God an Engine on his Foe. 


For a Tyrant naturally and reaſonably takes all his S. ves for his 
Enemies, 

Having given the Caſes of Superflition, he next defcribes its 
Okjccls: 


Gods partial, changeful, paffionate, unjuſt, 
Whofe Attributes were Rage, Revenge, and Luft: 
Such as the Souls of Cowards might conceive, 
And, form'd like Tyrants, Tyrants would believe. 


The ancient Pagan Gods are here very exadly defcribed. This 
Fact is a convincing Evidence of the Truth of that Original which 
the Poct gives to Superftition : For if thefe Phantafms were firft 
raiſed in the Imagination of Tyrants, they muft needs have the 
Qualities here aſſigned them. For Force being the Tyrant’s Virtue, 
and Luxury his Happineft, the Attributes of his God would of 
Courſe be Revenge and Luff; in a Word, the Antitype of himfelf. 
But there was another, and more ſubſtantial Caufe, of the Reſemblance 
between a Tyrant and a Pagan Ged; and that was the making Gods 
of Conquerors, as the Poet fays, and fo canonizing a Tyrant’s Vices 
with his Perſen. That thefe Gods fhould fuit a People humbled 
to the Stroke of a Mafter, will be no Wonder, if we recollect a ge- 
nerous Saying of the Ancients ;—That, that Day which fees a Man 
a Slave, takes away balſ bis Virtue. 

The 
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The Inference our Poet draws from. all this [from J. 269 to 284) 
is, that Se/f-/ove drives through Right aud Wrong; it caufes the 
Tyrant to violate the Rights of Mankind; and it caufes the People 
to vindicate that Violation. For Sei/-love being common to the 
whole Species, and ſetting each Individual in purſuit of the fame 
Objects. it became neceflary for each, if he would fecure his own, 
to provide for the Safety of. another's. And thus Equity and Be- 
nevolence aroſe from that fame Se/f-/ove which had given Birtli to 
Avarice and lujuſtice. 


For what one likes, if others like as well, 

What ſerves one Will, when many Wills rebel? 
How thall he keep, what ſleeping or awake 

A Weaker may furprife, a Stronger take ? 

His Safety muft his Liberty reftrain ; 

All join to guard what each defires to gain. 


The Poet hath not any where fhewn greater Addrefs in the mafs 

terly Difpofition of his Work, than with regard to the Inference 

be fore us; which not only gives a proper and timely Support to- 

what he had before advanced, in his fecoud Epiſtle, concerning the 

Nature and Effects of Self-/ove; but is a neceflary Introduction to 

what follows concerning the Reformation of Religion. and Society, as 
we fhall fee prefently. 

The Poet hath now deſeribed tlie Rife, Perfection, and Decay of 
civil Policy and Religion, in the more early Ages. But the Defign 
had been imperfectly executed, had he here dropp'd his Difcourfe > 
there was, after this, a Recovery from their ſeveral Corruptiona 
Accordingly, he hath choien that happy Period for the Concluſion 
of his Song. But as good and ill Governments and Religions 
fucceed one another without ceafing, he now, with great Judg- 
ment, leaves Facts, and turns his Difcourfe [from l. 283 ĉo 296} 
to {peak of a more lafting Reform of Mankind, in the Invention 
of thofe philofophic Principles, by whofe Obfervance a Policy 

andi 
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and Religion may be for ever kept from finking into Tyranny and 
Superfition. 

"Twas then the ftudious Head, or generous Mind, 

Follower of God, or Friend of human Kind, 

Poet or Patriot rofe, but to reftore 

The Faith and Morals, Nature gave before ; 

Relum'd her ancient Light, not kindled new, 

If not God's Image, yet his Shadow drew; 

Taught Power's due Ufe to People and to Kings, 

Taught not to flack, nor ftrain its tender Strings, &c. 


The eafy and juft Tranfition into this Subject, from the fore- 
going, is admirable. In the foregoing, he had defcribed the Efegs 
of Self-love; now the Objervation of theſe Effects, he, with great 
Art and high Probability, makes the Occafim of thoſe Difcoveries, 
which fpeculative Men made of the true Principles of Policy and 
Religion, defcribed in the preſent Paragraph; and this he evidently 
hints at in that fine Tranfition, 


"T'was THEN the ſtudious Head, Sc. 


Mr. De Croufaz, who faw nothing of this Beauty, ſays,—It is 
not cafy to guefs to what Epoch Mr. Pope would have us refer bis 
THEN “. He has indeed proved himfelf no good Gueffer, which yet 
is the beft Quality of a Critic. I will therefore tell him with- 
out more ado, Mr. Pope meant the polite and flourifhing Age of 
Greece; and thofe Benefactors to Mankind, which, I prefume, 
he had principally in View, were Socrates and Ariflotl, who, 
of all the Pagan World, {poke beft of God, and wrote beft of Ge- 
vernment, - 

Having thus defcribed the true Principles of civil and ecclefiafti- 
cal Policy, the great Poet proceeds [from 1. 295 to 305] to illuftrate 
Lis Account by the fimilar Harmony of the Univerſe: 


© Commentaire, p. 261. 


Such 
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Such is the World's great Harmony, that ſprings 

From Union, Order, full Concent of Things! 

Where {mall and great, where weak and mighty, made, 
To ferve, not fuffer, ſtrengthen, not invade, 

More powerful each as needful to the reſt, 

And in proportion as it bleffes, bleſt, 

Draw to one Point, and to one Centre bring 

Beaſt, Man, or Angel, Servant, Lord, or King. 


Thus, as in the Beginning of this Epiftle, he fupported the great 
Principle of mutual Love or Affociation in general, by Confiderations. 
drawn from the Properties of Matter, and the mutual Dependence- 
between vegetable and animal Life; fo, in the Concluſion, he has 
inforced the particular Principles of civil and religious Society, from 
that univerfal Harmony which ſprings, in part, from thofe Pree 
ties and Dependencies, 

But now the Foet, having fo much commended the 8 
and Inventors of the philgſopbic Principles of Religion and Govern- 
ment, left an evil Ufe ſhould be made of this, by Men’s reſting. 
in Theory and Speculatisn, as they have been always too apt to doy. 
in Matters whofe Pruclice makes their Happineis, he cautions. 
his Reader [from l. 304 to 311] againft this Error, in a Warmth 
of Exprefion, which the fublime Ideas of that univerful Harmopy,. 
operating inceſſantly to univerfal Good, had raifed up in him.. 


For Forms of Government let Fools conteft ; 
Whate’er is beft adminifter’d is beft. 

For Modes of Faith let gracelefs Zealots fight; 

His can’t be wrong, whofe Life is in the Right. 
All muft be falfe, that thwart this one great End,. 
And all of God, that blefs Mankind, or mend. 


The Seafonablenefs of this Reproof will appear evident enougli 
to thoſe who know, that mad Difputes about Liberty and Preroga- 


tive had once well nigh overturned our Conftitution ; and that 
others. 
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others about Ifeffery and Church Authority had almoft deftroyed 
the very Spirit of our holy Religion. 

But thefe fine Lines have been ftrangely mifunderftood. The 
Author, againit his own exprefs Words, againſt the plain Senfe 
of his Syftem, has been conceived to mean, That all Governments 
and all Religions. were, as to their Forms and Objeéts, indifferent. 
But as this wrong Judgment proceeded from Ignorance of the 
Reafon of the Reproof, as explained above, that Explanation is 
alone fufficient to rectify the Miftake. 

However, not to leave him under the leaft Sufpicion, in a Matter 
or fo much Importance, I ſhall juftify the Senfe here given to 
this Paſſage more at large. Firſt by confidering the Words 
themſelren: And then by comparing this miftaken Senfe with the 
Context. 

The Poet, we muft obferve, is here fpeaking, not of civil Society 
at large, but of a jufl legitimate Policy, 

Th’ according Mufic of a weLt-m1x’p State. 


Now theſe are of feveral Kinds; in fome of which the Democratic, 
in others the Arifocratic, and in others the Aonarcbic Form pre- 
vails. Now as each of thefe mix d Forms is equally legitimate, as 
being founded on the Principles of natural Liberty, that Man is 
guilty of the higheft Foy, who chuſes rather to employ himſelf 
in a fpeculative Conteft for the fuperior Excellence of one of thefe 
Forms to the reft, than in promoting the good Admiuiſtration of 
that ſettled Form to which he is ſubject. And yet all our warm 
Difputes about Government have been of this kind. Again, if, 
by Forms of Government, muft needs be meant legitimate. Govern- 
ment, becauſe that is the Subject under Debate, then by Modes of 
Faith, which is the correſpondent Idea, muft needs be meant the 
Modes or Explanations of the true Faith, becauſe the Author is 
here too on the Subject of true Religion; 


_ Relum’d her ancient Light, not kindled new. 
Befides, 
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Beſides, the very Expreſſion (than which nothing can be more 
precife) confines us to underſtand, by Modes of Faith, thofe hu- 
man Explanations of Chriftian Myfteries, in contefting which, Zeal 
and Ignorance have fo perpetually violated Charity. 

Secondly, If we conſider the Context; to ſuppoſe him to mean, 
that all Forms of Government are indifferent, is making him directly 
contradict the preceding Paragraph; where he extols the Patriot 
for difcriminating the true from the fale Modes of Government. 
He, fays the Poet, 

Taught Power’s due Uſe to People and to Kings, 
Taught not to flack, nor ftrain its tender Strings ; 
The lefs and greater · ſet fo juſtly true, 

That touching one muſt ſtrike the other too; 
Till jarring Intereſts of themſelves create 

Th’ according Muſie of a well. mix d State. 


Here he recommends the true Form of Government, which is the 
mixt. In another Place he as ftrongly condemns the /a/é, or the 
abfolute Fure Divino Form: 

For Nature knew no Right Divine in Men. I. 237. 


To fuppofe him to mean, that all Religions are indifferent, is 
an equally wrong as well as uncharitable Suſpicion. Mr. Pope, 
though his Subject in this Eſay on Man confines him to natural 
Religion (his Purpofe being to vindicate God’s natural Difpen- 
fations to Mankind againft the Atheift), yet gives frequent In- 
timations of a more fublime Difpenfation, and even of the Ne- 
ceffity of it; particularly in his fecond Epiftle [l. 1391, where he 
{peaks of the Weakne/s and Infufficiency of human Reafon a, 

Again, in his fourth Epiftle [l. 331] fpeaking of the good Man, 
the Favourite of Heaven, he fays, 

For him alone, Hope leads from Goal to Goal, 
And opens ſtill, and opens on his Soul; 


* See the fecond Letter, p. 94. 
Vol. VI. 8 Tul 
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Till lengthen'd on to Faith, and unconfiu'd, 
It pours the Blits that fills up all the Mind. 


But natural Religion never lengthened [ope on to Faith; nor did 
any Religion, but the Chriftian, ever conceive that Futth could 
till the Mind with Happinefs. 

I. Alx. The Poet, in this very Epiſtle, and in this very Place, 
fpcaking of the great Reftorers of the Religion of Nature, inti- 
mates that they could only draw God's Shadow, not bis Image: 

Relum'd her ancient Light, not kindled new, 
If not Géd"s Image, yet his Shadow drew. 


As reverencing that Truth, which tells us that this Diſcovery 
was reſerved for the glorious Gofpel of Chrift, who is the IMAGE oF 
Gop *. 

Having thus largely conſidered Man in his focial Capacity, the 
Poct, in order to fix a momentous Truth in the Mind of his Rea- 
der, concludes the Epiftle in recapitulating the swo Principles which 
concur to the Support of this Part of his Character, namely, Self- 
lyse and focial ; and fhewing that they are only two different Mo- 
tions of the Appetite, to Good, by which the Author of Nature has 
enabled Man to find Ais own Happinefs in the Happineſs of the 
Whole. This the Poet illuftrates with a Thought as ſublime as is 
that general Harmony he defcribes : 

On their own Axis as the Planets run, 

Yet make at once their Circle round the Sun; 

So two confiftent Motions act the Soul, 

And one regards itfelf, and one the Whole. 
Thus God and Nature link’d the general Frame, 
And bad Self-love and fecal be the fame. 


For he hath the Art of converting Poetical Ornaments into 
Philofophic Reafoning ; and of improving a Simile into an Analo- 
gical Argument. But of this Art, more in our Next. 


* 2 Cor. ir. 4. 
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LETTER I. 


HE Poet, in the two foregoing Epiftles, having confidered 

Man with regard to the Means (that is, in all bis Relations, 
whether as an Individual, or a Member of Society) comes now, 
in this laft, to conſider him with regard to the Exp, that is, 
HAPPINESS. 

It opens with an Invocation to Happineſt, in the Manner of the 
ancient Poets, who, when deftitute of a Patron God, applied to the 
Mufe, and, if the was engaged, took up with any fimple Virtue, 
next at hand, to infpire and profper their Defigns. This was the 
ancient Invocation, which few modern Poets have had the Art to 
imitate with any degree of Spirit or Decorum 3 while our Author, 
not content to heighten this poctic Ornament with the Graces of 
the Antique, hath alfo contrived to make it fubfervient to the Me- 
thod and Reafoning of his philofophic Compofition. I will endea- 
vour to explain fo uncommon a Beauty. 

It is to be obferved that the Pagan Deities had each their /everal 
Names and Places of Abode, with fome of which they were fup- 
pofed to be more delighted than with others, and confequently to 
be then moft propitious when invoked by the favourite Name and 
Place: Hence we find the Hymns of Homer, Orpheus, and Calli- 
machus, to be chiefly employed in enumerating the feveral Names 

8 2 aud 
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and Places of Abode by which the Patron God was diſtinguiſned. 
Now, our Poct, with great and maſterly Addrets, hath made 
theſe swo Circumflunces ferve to introduce his Subject, according 
to the exacteſt Rules of Logic. His Purpofe is to write of Hap- 
pinefi; Method therefore requires that he firft define what Men 
mean by Ilappingſi, and this he does in the Ornament of a poetic 
Invecation : ; 


O Happinefs ! our Being's End and Aim, 
Good, Pleafure, Eafe, Content J. wliate er thy Name. 


After the Derinition, that which follows next, in order of 
Method, is the Proposition, which here is, that buman Happineſi 
confifis not in external Advantages, but in Virtue. For the Subject of 
this Epiſtle is the detecting the falfe Notions of Happinefs, and 
fettling and explaining the ¢rue; and this the Poet lays down 
in the next fixtcen Lines. Now the Enumeration of Happine/s's 
feveral fuppofed Places of Abode (which, in Imitation of the an- 
cient Poets, he next mentions in the Jvvocation, and which makes 
ten of the fixteen Lines) is a Summary of falfe Happinefs, placed in 
Externals: 

Plant of Celeſtial Seed! if dropt below, 

Say in what mortal Soil thou deign'ſt to grow ? 
Fair opening to fome Court's propitious Shine, 

Or deep with Diamonds in the flaming Mine ? 
Twin'd with the Wreaths Parnaſſian Laurels yield, 
Or reap'd in Iron Harvęſis or the Field? 


The ſix remaining Lines deliver the true Notion of Happineſs to 
be in Virtue. Which is ſumm'd up in thefe two; 
Fiat to no Spot is Happinefs fincere, 
"Tis no where to be found, or every where. 


The Poet, having thus defined his Terms, and laid down his 
Propofition, procecds to the Support of his Thefis; the various Ar- 
guments of which make up the body of the Epiftle. 

He 
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He begins (from 1. 18 to 27] with detecting the falfe Notions of 
Happincſi. Theſe are of two kinds, the Pdi‘cfoplical and Popular ; 
The latter he had recapitulated in the Invocation, when Happine/s 
was call'd upon at her feveral ſuppoſed Places of Abode; the Phi- 
lofopbic then only remained to be delivered. 

Alk of the Learn the Way, the Learn‘d are blind, 
This bids to ferve, and that to bun Mankind: 

Some place the Blits in Acfion, fome in Eafe; 
Thote call it Pleaſure, and Contentmeut thefe. 


The Confutation of thefe Philofophie Errors, he thews to be very 
eaſy, one common Fallacy running through them all; namely this, 
That, inftead of telling us in what the Happineſi of buman Nature 
confifts, which was what was afked of them, each bufies himfelf 
to explain in what he placed bis own peculiar Happinefs : 


Who thus define it, fay they more or lefs 
Than this, that Happinefs is Happinefs ? 


And here, before we go any farther, it will be proper to turn to 
our Logician, who, blind to thefe Beauties in the admirable Dif- 
poſition of the Subject, is extremely fcandalized at the Poet for not 
proceeding immediately to explain true Happinefs (after having de- 
fined his Terms and delivered his Thefis) but for going back again 
(as he fancies) to a Confideration of the fal/e.—Speaking of the 
fixteen Lines, he fays—** Happinefs is then near me, and I feel 
** myfelf confiderably refrefhed ; but, by ill Luck, it is only for a 
% Moment, my Doubts prefently return, and I find myſelf in the 
s Hands of a Poet, who can do what he will with me, and who 
« having placed me on the very Borders of Happinefs, on a fudden 
„ fhuts up all its Avenues *.” 

But a very little Patience and Impartiality would have fhewn 
him, that they were immediately laid open again in the very next 
Lines {from 26 to 33] where the Poet thews, that if you will but 


* Commentaire, p. 271. 
take 
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take the Road of Nature, and leave that of mad Opinion, you will 
foon tind Happinefs to be a Good of the Species, and, like come 
mon Senfe, equally diftributed to all Mankind: 


Take Nature’s Path, and mad Opinion’s leave, 

All States can reach it, and all Heads conceive ; 
Obvious her Goods, in no Extreme they dwell, 
There needs but thinking right, and meaning well; 
And, mourn our various Portions as we pleafe, 

Equal is common Senfe, and common Eafe. 


But this is fo far from fatisfying our Bully-Critic, that it only 
furnithes him with frefh Matter for a Quarrel. He is much offended 
at the two firt Lines. —I muft here renew my Complaints. 
Take Nature's Path, you fay; and what am I to underftand by 
“ this Nature? Muf I take the reasonable Nature for my Guide? 
„But, according to you, the Philofophers have confulted it to no 
“ purpofe. Shall I give myſelf up to the Animal Nature? This 
“ would foon reduce me to great Diſtreſſes. Encompafied with 
% Doubts and Difficulties, what have I left, but to ſuffer 
„ myfelf to be borne away by Chance or Hazard? And to con- 
** clude, that the Counfel here given of taking Natures Path, 
comes at length to this, to march fteddily on in the Footſteps of 
“ Fatality . 

it would be hard indeed, if our Commentator could not find the 
Road to Fatality, in every Step the Poet takes. But here, in avoid- 
ing the Horns of his own chimerical Dilemma, he jumps upon it 
more aukwardly than ufual. The Poet, fays he, muft either mean 
the Reajonable, or the Animal Nature. Agreed. He could not 
mean the Animal Nature. This too is true. Nor the Reafonable. 
Why not? Becauſe it flood the Philofophers in no ſtead. What 
then? Do you think he has ever the worſe Opinion of it on that 
Account? They could not poffibly have run into more Miftakes 


* Commentaire, p. 272, 273. 
about 
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about Happinefi, than you have about the Poet's Meaning: And 
yet, for all that, J apprehend he will think never the worfe, either 
of Reafon or bimfelf. 

But what is indeed incredible, after Mr. De Croufaz had thus 
commented the two firft Lines, he goes on with his Remarks on 
the immediately following, Obvious her Goods, Gc. in thefe Words: 
* See Mr. Pope once again under the Necefity of roſtoring Reaſon 
« fo its Rights *. Prodigious! It feems then, after all, Mr. Pose’ 
by Nature's Path, did indeed mean the reafsnable Nature. For 
we now fee it was Mr. De Crouſax, not Mr. Pope, that was under 
the Neceffity of refloring Reafon to its Rights. 

To proceed, the Poet having expofed the two falfe fpecies of Hap- 
pinefi, the PuttosopHicaL and Poputar, and denounced the 
True, in order to eftablith the /af, goes on to a Confutation of the 
two former. 

I. He firſt [from 1. 32 to 47] confutes the Pu1LosornIcaL, which, 
as we faid, makes Happinefs a particular, not a general Good: And 
this two Ways: 

1. From his grand Principle, That God atis by general Laws: 
The Conſequence of which is, that Happinefs, which ſupports the 
well-being of every Syftem, muft needs be Univerfal, and not 
Partial, as the Philofophers conceived: 

Remember, Man! The univerfal Caufe 

Ads not by partial, but by general Laws; 
And makes, what Happinefs we juftly call, 
Subſiſt not in the Good of One, but All. 

2. From Fact, That Man inſtinctively concurs with this Defig- 
nation of Providence, to make Happinefs univerfal, by his having 
no Delight in any thing uncommunicated or uncommunicable : 


There's not a Bleſſing Individuals find, 
But fome way leans and hearkens to the kind. 


* Commentaire, p. 281. 
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No Bandit fierce, no Tyrant mad with Pride, 
No carern'd Hermit refts felf-fatisfied. 
Abftra&t what others feel, what others think, 
All Pleafures ficken, and all Glories fink. 


Il. The Poct, in the fecond Place {from l. 46 to 65] confutes 
the Poruzar Error concerning Happine/t, namely, that it conſiſts 
in Externals: which he does, 

1. By inquiring into the Reafons of the prefent providential 
Difpofition of external Goods A Topic of Confutation chofen with 
the greateft Accuracy and Penetration. For, if it appears they were 
diftributed in the Manner we fee them, for Reafons diferent from 
the Huppine/s of Individuals, it is abſurd to think that they ſhould 
roake Part of that Happinefs. 

He thews therefore, that Difparity of external Poffeffions among 
Men was for the fake of Ssciety, 1. to promote the Harmony and 
Happinefs of a Syfem: 

Order is Heaven's firft Law: and, this confeft, 
Some are, and muft be, greater than the reft, 
More rich, more wife,— 


Becaufe the Want of external Goods in fome, and the Abun- 
dance in others, increafe general Harmony in the Obliger and 
Obliged. | 

Yet here (fays he) mark the impartial Wifdom of Heaven ; this 
very Inequality of Externals, by contributing to general Harmony and 
Order, produceth an Equality of Happine/s amongſt Individuals ; 
and, for that very reafon, 


Heaven to Mankind impartial we confefs, 
If all are equal in their Happinefs : 
But mutual Wants this Happinefs increafe, 
All Nature’s Difference keeps all Nature’s Peace. 
Condition, Circumftance is not the Thing : i 
Blifs is the fame, in Subject, or in King; 
In 
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In who obtain Defence, or who defend ; 

In him who is, or him who finds, a Friend. 
Heaven breathes thro’ every Member of the Whole 
One common Bleſſing as one common Soul. 


2. This Difparity was neceſſary, becaufe, if external Goods were 
equally, diftributed, they. would occafion perpetual Difcord among 
Men all egual in Power: l 

But Fortune’s Gifts if each alike poſſeſt, 
And each were equal, muft not all conteft ? 


From hence he concludes, That, as External Goods were not given 
for the Reward of Virtue, but for many different Purpofes, God 
could not, if he intended Happinefs for all, place it in the Enjoy- 
ment of Exteraals : 

If then to all Men Happinefs was meant, 
God in Externals could not place Content. 


2. His fecond Argument [from 1. 64 to 71] againſt the popular 
Error of Happineſs's being placed in Externalt, is, that the Paſeſ- 
Jion of them is infeparably attended with Fear, the Want of 
them with Hape; which directly croffing all their Pretenfions 
to making happy, evidently fhew that God had placed Happinefs 
elfewhere : 

Fortune her Gifts may varioufly diſpoſe, 

And thefe be happy call’d, unhappy thoſe: 

But Heaven's juft Balance equal will appear, 

While thofe are plac’d in Horg, and thefe in Fear : 
Not preſent Good or Ill, the Joy or Curfe, 

But future Views of better or of worſe. 


Hence, in concluding this Argument, he takes occafion [from 
l. 70 to 75] to upbraid the defperate Folly and Impiety of thofe, 
who, in ſpite of God and Nature, will yet attempt to place Hap- 
pinefs in Externals. 

VoL, VI. T O Sons 
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O Sons of Earth! attempt ye ſtill to rife, 

By Mountains pil'd on Mountains, to the Skies? 
Heaven mill with Laughter the vain Toil furveys, 
And buries Madmen in the Heaps they raife. 


I muft not here omit to obferve, that the Tranflator (unconfcious 
of all this fine Reafoning between the 32d and 75th Lines, where 
the Poet ſirſt confutes the Ph gophic Errors concerning Happineſs, 
and next the Popular) hath ſtrangely jumbled together and con- 
ſounded his different Arguments on theſe two different Heads. But 
this is not the worft; he hath perverted the Poet’s Words to a hor- 
rid and fenfelefs Futaliſi, foreign to the Argument in hand, and 
directly contrary to Mr. Pope's general Principles. 


The Poet fays, 
Remember, Man! the univerfal Caufe 
A&s not by partial, but by general Laws. 


His Tranflator, 
— ne Loi generale 
Determine tobjours la Cauſe Principale. 
That is, a general Law ever determines the principal Cauſe, which 
is the very Fate of the ancient Pagans, who fuppofed that Deftiny 
gave Law to the Father of Gods and Men. 


The Poet fays again, 

Order is Heaven’s firft Law: 
That is, the frf Law made by God, relates to Order, which is a 
beautiful Allufion to the Scripture Hiftory of the Creation, when 
God firft appeafed the Diforders of Chaos, and feparated the Light 
from the Darknefs. Let us now hear his Tranflator : 

L'Ordre, cet inflexible et grand Legiflateur, 

Qui des decrets du Ciel eft le premier Auteur: 


Order, 
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Order, that inflexible and grand Legiflator, who is the fit Author 
of the Laws of Heaven. A Propofition abominable in moft Senfes, 
and abfurd in all. 

But now what fays Mr. De Croufaz to this, who is perpetually 
crying out, Fate! Fate! as Men in Diftraétion call out Fire? The 
Reader will be furprized to hear him pafs this cool Reflexion on 
two fo obnoxious Paflages.—** This Order, the firt Author of. 
Laws, prefents us with very barſb Exprefions, and bold Ideas, which 
Mr. Pope elfewhere condemns as raſb and unjufifiable*, But this is 
his Moderation, when Mr. L' Abbé comes under his Critique: And 
we know, the excellent Profe Tranflation gave him the Advantage 
of knowing whom he had to do with. 

To proceed, the Poet having thus confuted the two Errors con- 
cerning Happinefi, Puttosopuicat and PorvlL An, and proved that 
true Happinefs was neither Solitary and Partial, nor yet placed in 
Externals ; goes on [from l. 74 to 91] to thew in what it doth con- 
fit. He had before faid in general, and repeated it, that Happinefs 
Jay in common to the whole Species. He now brings us better 
acquainted with it, in a more explicite Information of its Nature: 
and tells us, it is all contained in Health, Peace, and Competence ; 
but that tlefe are to be gained only by Virtue, namely, by Tem- 
perance, Innocence, and Induftry: 

Reafon's whole Pleaſures, all the Joys of Senfe, 
Lie in three Words, Health, Peace, and Competence. 
But Health conſiſts with Temperance alone, 

And Peace, O Virtue! Peace is all thy own. 


The firſt Line, 
Reafon's whole Pleafures, all the Foys of Senfe, 
is the moft beautiful Paraphrafis for Happingſi; for all we feel of 


Good is by Senfation and Reflexion. ‘The Tranflator, who feemed 
little to concern himfelf with the Post's Philoſophy or Argument, 


© Commentaire, p. 282. 
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miftook this Defcription of Happineft for a Defcription of the is- 
selletlua! and fenfitive Faculties, oppoſed to one another; and there- 
fore thus tranflates it : 

Le charme ſeducteur, dont s’enyvrant les Sens, 

Les Plaifirs de l’Efprit encore plus raviſſans. 


And fo, with the higheft Abfurdity, not only makes the Poet con- 
ſtitute fenfusl Exceffes a Part of human Happinefs, but likewife the 
Product of Virtue. 

After this, we thall no longer wonder at fuch kind of Tranflations 
as the following : 


Mr. Pope fays, 
And Peace, O Virtue! Peace is all thy own. 

The Tranflator, 
Pour vous, O Paix du Cœur, digne fille des Cieux, 
Vous étes du bonheur le gage precieux. 


Confetous Innocence, fays the Poet, is the only Source of internal 
Peace, and known Innocence of external; therefore Peace is the fole 
Iflue of Virtue; or, in his own emphatic Words, Peace is ALL tly 
cwn; a concluſive Obfervation in his Argument. O Peace, fays the 
Tranflator, thou art the precious Pledge of Happinefs; an Obferva- 
tion, which concludes no more than that the Tranflator did not 
underftand the Argument, which ftands thus :—Is Happinefs 
rightly placed in Externals? No, for it conſiſts in Health, Peace, 
and Competence. Health and Competence are the Product of Tem- 
perance and Induftry ; and Peace, of perfect Innocerice. 


But hitherto, the Poet hath only confidered Health and Peace : : 


But Health conſiſts with Temperance alone, 
And Peace, O Virtue! Peace is all thy own 


One Head yet remains to be ſpoken to, namely, Competency. Iu 
the Purfuit of Health and Peace there is no Danger of running 
into Excefs. But the Cafe is different with regard to Competence. 

: Here, 
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Here, Wealth and Aſtuence would be too apt to be miſtaken for it, 
in Mens paſſionate Purſuit of external Goods. To obviate this Miſ- 
take therefore, the Poet ſhews, that, as exorbitant Wealth adds 
nothing to the Happineſs ariſing from a Competence, ſo, as it is 
generally ill gotten, it is attended with Circumftances that weaken 
another Part of this triple Cord, namely, Peace: 

The Good or Bad the Gifts of Fortune gain ; 

But thefe lefs tafte them as they worfe obtain. 

Say, in Purfuit of Profit or Delight, 

Who rifque the moft, that take wrong Means or right ? 

Of Vice or Virtue, whether bleſt or curſt, 

Which meets Contempt, or which Compaſſion firft ? 

Count all th’Advantage profperous Vice attains, 

*Tis but what Virtue flies from, and difdains ; 

And grant the Bad what Happinefs they would, 

One they muft want, which is, to pafs for good. 


Here Mr. De Croufaz’s Remarks are indeed very extraordinary 
% To whom (fays he) are thefe Interrogatories addrefled ?>—If you 
** refer yourſelf to the Judgment of a Troop of young Libertines, 
s fuch as are to be found in great Cities, and in Armies, you will 
«“ certainly not have the Laughers on your Side*,” G. What 
then? If Reafon require they fhould, is not that fufficient for the 
Poet's Purpoſe, in a Diſcourſe where Reafon is continually appealed 
to, in a Controverfy between him and them? But our Logician’s 
Perverfity is without Example. Till now, his Quarrel with the 
Poet was, that his Arguments flattered the corrupt Sentiments of 
Libertinifm. At prefent he is as captious with him for their op- 
pofing thofe Sentiments. Does not this look as if he were refolved 
to approve of nothing Mr. Pope could fay ? 

Our Author having thus largely confuted the Miftake of Happi- 
nefis conſiſting in Externals, proceeds to expofe the terrible Con- 
SEQUENCES of fuch an Opinion, on the Sentiments and Practice of 

* Commentaire, p. 289, 290. 
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all Sorts of Men, making the DissoLute impious and atheiftical, 
th: Revicious uncharitable and intolerant, and the Goop reftlefs 
and difcontent. For when it is once taken for granted, that Hap- 
pinefs conffts in Externals, it is immediately feen that % Men are 
otten more happy than good; which fets all Conditions on objecting 
to the Ways of Providence, and fome even on rafhly attempting to 
rectify its Ditpenfations, though by the Violation of Law, divine 
and human. Now this being the moft momentous Part of the 
Subje& under Confideration, is defervedly treated moft at large. 
And here it will be proper to take notice of the exquiſite Art of the 
Poet, in making this Confutation ferve, at the fame time, for a full 
Solution of all Objections which might be made to his main Propo- 
fition, that Happineſi confifts not in Externali. 


1. He begins, firſt of all, with the ATHEISTICAL Complainers, 
and purſues their Impiety [from l. 95 to 129} with all the Vengeance 
of hiis Eloquence. - 

Oh blind to Truth, and God's whole Scheme below ! 
Who fanfy Bliſs to Vice, to Virtue Woe: 

Who fees and follows that great Scheme the beft, 
Beſt knows the Bleffing, and will moft be bleft. 


He expofes their Folly, even on their own Notions of external 
Gads. 

1. By Examples [from line 96 to 109] where he thews frf, 
that, if good Men have been untimely cut off, this is not to be 
afcribed to their Virtues, but to a Contempt of Life that hurried 
them into Dangers. Secondiy, That if they will ſtill perſiſt in 
afcribing untimely Death to Virtue, they muft needs, on the fame 
Principle, likewife afcribe /ong Life to it. Conſequently as the 
Argument, in Fact, concludes both ways, in Logic, it concludes 
neither. 

But Fools the Good alone unhappy call, 
From Ills or Accidents that chance to all. 
Say, 
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Say, was it Virtue, more though Heaven ne'er gave, 
Lamented Digby! funk thee to the Grave? 

Tell me, if Virtue made the Son expire, 

Why full of Days and Honour lives the Sire? 

Why drew Marfeilles’ good Biſhop purer Breath, 
When Natute ſicken'd, and each Gale was Death ? 
Or why fo long (in Life if long cau be) 

Lent Heaven a Parent to the Poor, and me? 


This laft Inftance of the Poet's Illuſtration of the Ways of Pro- 
vidence, the Reader fees, has a peculiar Elegance; where a Tribute 
of Piety to a Parent is paid in a Return of Thanks to [ Lent Heaven 
a Parent, &c.] and made fubfervient of {Or why fo long—] his 
Vindication òf, the Great Father of all Things. 

2. He expofes their Folly {from line 108 to 129] dy Confidera- 
tions drawn from the Syflem of Nature; and thefe, two-fold, Natu- 
ral and Moral. You accufe God, fays the Poet, becaufe the good 
Man is ſubject to Natural and Moral Evil: Let us fee whence thefe 
proceed. Natural Evil is the neceſſary Confequence of a material 
World ſo conftituted : But that this Conſtitution was bef, we have 
proved in the firt Epiſtle. Moral Evil arifeth from the depraved 
Will of Man: Therefore neither the one nor the other from 
God. 

What mzkes all Phyfical or Moral Ill? 

There deviates Nature, and here wanders Will. 
God fends not Ill, if rightly underftood ; 

Or partial Ill is univerfal Good; 

Or Chance admits, or Nature lets it fall, 
Short, and but rare, till Man improv'd it all. 


But you fay (adds the Poet, to theſe impious Complainers) that 
though it be fit Man ſhould ſuffer the Miferies which he brings 
upon himfelf, by the Commiſſion of moral Evil, yet it feems to be 
unfit his innocent Pofterity thould bear a Share of them. To this, 
fays he, I reply, 

We 
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We jaſt as wilely might’of Heaven complain 
That righteous fbe! was deſtroy d by Cain, 
As that the virtuous Son is ill at eafe, 

When his lewd Father gave the dire Diſeaſe. 


But vou will ftill fay (continues the Poet) why does not God 
either prevent, or immediately repair thefe Evils? You may as 
well atk, why he doth not work continual Miracles, and every 
Moment reverfe the eſtabliſned Laws of Nature: 

Shall burning Ætna, if a Sage requires, 

Forget to thunder, and recal her Fires? 

On Air or Sea new Motions be impreſt, 

O blamelefs Bethel! to relieve thy Breaſt? 

When the loofe Mountain trembles from on high, 
Shall Gravitation ceafe, if you go by ? 

Or, fome old Temple nodding to its Fall, 

For Chartres’ Head referve the hanging Wall ? 

This is the Force of the Poet’s Reafoning, and thefe the Men 
to whom he addrefles it, namely, the Libertine Cavillers againſt 
Providence. 


`» 


II. But now, fo unhappy is the Condition of our corrupt Nature, 
that thefe are not the only Complainers. Religious Men are but too 
apt, if not to (peak out, yet ſometimes fecretly to murmur againſt 
Providence, and fay, its Ways are not equal : Efpecially thofe more 
inordinately devoted to a Se& or Party are ſcandalized, that the 
Just (for fuch they efteem themfelves) who are to judge the World, 
have no better Portion in their own Inberitance. The Poet therefore 
now leaves thoſe more profligate Complainers, and turns [from L 128 
to 147] to the Religious, in thefe Words: 

But ftill this World (fo fitted for the Knave) 
Contents us not. A better fhall we have? 
A Kingdom of the Juſ then let it be, 

But firſt conſider how thoſe Fu agree. 
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As the more impious Complainers wanted external Goods to be 
the Reward of Virtue for the moral Man; fo thefe want them for 
the Pious, in order to have a Kingdom of the uff. To this the 
Poet holds it fufficient to anfwer: Pray, Gentlemen, firft agrce 
amongſt youfelves, who thofe Juf are. We allow, 

The Good muft merit God's peculiar Care, 

But who but God can tell us who they are? 
One thinks on Calvin Heaven’s own Spirit fell, 
Another deems him Inftrument of Hell : 

If Calvin feels Heaven's Bleſſing or its Rod, 
This cries, There is, and that, There is no God. 


As this is the Cafe, he even bids them reft ſatisſied; remember 
his fundamental Principle, That whatever is, is right ; and content 
themfelves (as their Religion teaches them to profefs a more than 
ordinary Submiffion to the Ways of Providence) with that com- 
mon Anfwer which he with fo much Reafon and Piety gives to 
every Kind of Complainer. 

However, though there be yet no Kingdom of the 7, there is 
ftill no Kingdom of the Unjuf. That both the Virtucus and the 
Vicious, whatfoever becomes of thoſe whom every Sect calls the 
Faithful, have their Shares in external Goods ; and, what is more, 
the Virtuous have infinitely the moft Enjoyment in them : 


—This World, "tis true, 
Was made for Cæſar, but for Titus too: 
And which more 544? who chain'd his Country, fay, 
Or he whofe Virtue figh’d to lofe a Day? 


I have been the more careful to explain this laft Argument, and 
to thew againſt whom it is directed, becauſe much depends upon it 
for the Illuſtration of the Senſe, and the juft Defence of the Poet. 
For if we fuppofe him ſtill addreffing himfelf to thofe impious 
Complainers, confuted in the thirty-eight preceding Lines, we 
ſhould make him guilty of a Parallogi/m in the Argument about the 

Vor. VI. U Juli, 
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Juff, and in the Illuſtration of it by the Cafe of Culvjn. For then 
the Libertines alk, Why the Yu, that is, the moral Man, is not 
rewarded? The Anſwer is, That none but God can tell who the 
Juh, that is, the truly faithful Man, is. Where the term is 
changed, in order to ſupport the Argument; for about the truly 
Morai Man there is no Diipute; about the ¢ru/y Faith/ul, or the 
Orthodox, a great deal. But take the Poet right, as arguing here 
aquinſt religious Complainers, and the Reafoning is ftci& and logical. 
They afk, Why the truly Faithful are not rewarded? He an- 
ſwers, ‘They may be for ought you know, for none but God can 
tell who they are. Mr. De Croufaz’s Objections to this Reafoning 
receive all their Force from that wrong Suppoſition, That the Poet 
was here arguing againſt Libertine Complainers; and confequently 
they have no Force at all. 


III. The Poet having difpatched thefe two Species of Complain- 
ers, comes now to the third and {till more pardonable Sort, the 
difcontented good Men, who lament only, that Virtue farves, while 
Vice riots. To thefe the Poet replies [from 1. 146 to 155] that ad- 
mit this to be the Cafe, yet they have no Reafon to complain, 
either of the good Man’s Lot in particular, or of the Difpenfation of 
Providence in general. Not of the former, becauſe Happineſi, the 
Reward of Virtue, confifts not in Externals; nor of the latter, 
becaufe ill Men may gain Wealth by commendable Induftry, good 
Men want Neceſſaries through Indolence or bad Conduct. 

But as modeft as this Complaint feems at firft View, the Poet 
next thews [from I. 154 to 165] that it is founded on a Principle of 
the higheft Extravagance, which will never let the difcontented 
good Man reft, till he becomes as vain and foolith in his Imagina- 
tions as the very worft fort of Complainers. For that when once 
he begins to think he wants what is his due, he will never know 
where to ftop, while God has any thing to give. 

But this is not all; he proves next [from 1. 164 to 175] that 
thoſe Demands are not only anreafonable, but in the higheft degree 

abfurd 
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abfurd likewiſe. For that thofe very Gcods, if granted, would be 
the Defruéion of that Virtue for which they are demanded as a Re- 
ward. He concludes therefore on the whole, that, 


What nothing earthly gives, or can deftroy, 
The Soul’s calm Sunſhine, and the heart-felt Joy, 
Is Virtue’s Prize. — 


But the Poet now enters more at large upon the Matter: And 
ſtill continuing his Difcourfe to this third Sort of Complainers 
(whom he indulges as much more pardonable than the fir? or fè- 
cond, in rectifying all their Doubts and Miftakes) proves both from 
Reaſon and Example, how unable any of thofe things are, which 
the World moft admires, to make a good Man happy. For, as to 
the philofepbic Miſtakes concerning Happinefs, there being little 
Danger of their making a general Impreſſion, the Poet, after a 
fhort Confutation, had diſmiſſed them all together. But external 
Goods are thofe Syrens, which fo bewitch the World with Dreams 
of Happingſi, that of all Things the moft difficult is, to awaken it 
out of its Delufions; though, as he proves, in an exact Review of 
the moft Pretending, they diſhonour dad Men, and add no Luſtre 
to the Good. That it is only this third and leaft criminal Sort of 
Complainers, agaiuſt which the remaining Part of the Difcourfe is 
levelled, appears from the Poet's fo frequently addrefling himfelf, 
while he inforces his Arguments in Behalf of Providence, from 
henceforward to his Friend. 


I. He begins therefore [from line 174 to 195} with confidering 
Ricues. 1. He examines, firft, what there is of real Value in 
them, and fhews, they can give the good Man only that very Con- 
tentment he had before, or, at moft, but burthen him with a Truft 
to be difpenfed for the Benefit of others: 

For Riches, can they give but to the Juft 
His own Contentment, or another's Truft ? 


Since the good Man efteems all, befide what is fufficient to fupply 
U2 l him 
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him with the Conveniencies of Life, as entrufled to him by Provi- 
dence, for the Supplial of others Neceſſities. 
It is true, he tells us elfewhere, that another Sort of good Men 

are of a different Opinion : 

The grave Sir Gilbert holds it for a Rule, 

That every Man in Want is Knave or Fool: 

God cannct love (fays Blunt, with lifted Eyes) 

The Wretch be flarves—and pioufly denies. 

Of the Ufe of Riches, 1. 103. 

And thefe are they to whom he here alludes, where he fays, 

O Fool! to think God hates the worthy Mind, 

The Lover, and the Love, of Human- kind. 

Whofe Life is healthful, and whofe Confcience clear, 

Becaufe he wants a thoufand Pounds a Year! 


The Poet next examines the imaginary Value of Riches, as the 
Fountain of Honour. For his Adverfaries ObjeQion ſtands thus 
As Honour is the genuine Claim of Virtue, and Shame the juft 
Retribution of Vice; and as Honour, in their Opinion, follows 
Riches, and Shame Poverty ; therefore the good Mun ſhould be rich, 
He tells them in this they are much miftaken : 

Honour and Shame from no Condition rife; 
A& well your Part, there all the Honour lies. 


What Power then has Fortune over the Man? None at all. 
For, as her Favours can confer neither Worth nor WViſdem; fo 
neither can her Di/pleafure cure him of any of his Fel/ies. On his 
Garb indeed the has fume little Influence; but his Heart fill re- 
mains the fame: 

Fortune in Men has fome {mall Difference made, 
One flaunts in Rags, one flutters in Brocade. 


II. Then, as to NonIII rv, by Creation or Birth, this too he 
thews [from J. 195 to 207] is, in itfelf, as devcid of all real Worth 
as 
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as the reſt: Becaufe, in the fr Cafe the Title is generally gained 
by no Merit at all: 

Stuck o’er with Titles, and hung round with Strings, 

That thou may’ft be by Kings, or Whores of Kings. 


In the fecond, by the Merit of the firft Founder of the Family, 
which will always, when reflected on, be rather the Subject of 
‘Mortification than Glory: 

Go! if your ancient, but ignoble, Blood 

Has crept through Scoundrels ever fince the Flood, 
Go ! and pretend your Family is young; 

Nor own your Fathers have been Fools fo long. 


III. The Poet in the next Place [from l. 206 to 227] unmatks 
the falfe Pretences of Greatness, whereby it is feen that the Hero 
and Politician (the two Charaéters which would monopolize that 
Quality) after all their Buſtle, effect only this, if they want Virtue, 
that the one proves himfelf a Foo/, and the other a Knave: And 
Firtue they but too generally want. The Art of Hercifin being un- 
derſtood to conſiſt in Ravage and Defolution: and the Art of Poli- 
tics, in Circumvention. Now 

Grant that thofe can conquer, thefe can cheat, 
"Tis Phrafe abſurd to call a Villain, Great: 

Who wickedly is wife, or madly brave, 

Is but the more a Fool, the more a Knave. 

It is not Succefs therefore that conſtitutes true Greaingſi; but 
the End aimed at; and the Means which are employed: And if thefe 
be right, Glory will be the Reward, whatever be the Iſue: 

Who noble Ends by noble Means obtains, 
Or failing, {miles in Exile or in Chains, 
Like good Aurelius let him reign, or bleed 
Like Socrates, that Man is great indeed. 

IV. With regard to Fame, that ftill more fantaftic Bleffing, he 
fhews [from 1. 226 to 249] that all of it, befides what we hear 

ourfelves, 
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ourfelves, is merely nothing; and that even of this {mall Portion, 
no more of it gives the Poſſeſſor a real Satisfaction, than what is the 
Fruit of Virtue. 


All Fame is foreign, but of true Defert, 
Plays round the Head, but comes not near the Heart. 


Thus he thews, that Honour, Nobility, Greatngſt, Glory, fo far as 
they have any thing real and fubftantial, that is, fo far as they 
contribute to the Happinefs of the Poſſeſſor, are the fole Iſſue of 
Virtue, and that neither Riches, Courts, Armies, nor the Populace, 
are capable of conferring them. 


V. But laftly, the Poet proves [from l. 248 to 259] that as no 
external Goods can make Man happy, fo neither is it in the 
Power of all internal. For, that even Surzxiox Paats bring 
no more real Happinefs to the Poſſeſſor, than the ret, nay, put 
him into a worfe Condition; for that the Quicknefs of Appre- 
henfion, and Depth of Penetration, do but fharpen the Miferies of 
Life: 

In Parts fuperior, what Advantage lies? 

Tell (for You can) what is it to be wife? 

Tis but to know how little can be known ; 

To fee all others Faults, and:feel our own, &c. 
Painful Pre-eminence! yourfelf to view 

Above Lifes Weaknefs, and its COMFORTS toa. 


This to his Friend—nor does it at all contradi& what he had 
faid to him concerning Happingſi in the Beginning of the Epiſtle: 
‘Tis never to be bought, but always free, 
And fled from Monarchs, St. Jobn! dwells with thee. 


For he is now proving that nothing either external to Man, or 
what is not in his own Power, and of his own Acquirement, can 
make him happy bere. The moft plaufible Rival of Virtue is Know- 
ledge. Vet even this, he fays, is fo far from giving any degree of 

real 
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real Happinefs, that it deprives Men of thofe common Comforts of 
Life, which are a kind of Support to us under the Want of Hap- 
pinefs: Such as the more innocent of thofe Delufons which he 
{peaks of in the fecond Epiftle, where he fays, 


Till then, Opinion gilds with varying Rays 
Thofe painted Clouds, that beautify our Days, &c. l. 265. 


Now Knowledge (as is here faid) defroys all thofe Comforts, by 
ſetting Man above Life's Weakneffes: So that in him, who thinks 
to attain Happinefs by Knowledge, the Fable is reverſed, and in a 
prepofterous Attempt to gain the Suéfance, he loſes even the Sha- 
dow. This I take to be the true Senfe of this fine Stroke of Satire, 
on the wrong Purfuits after Happine/s. ` 

Having thus proved how empty and unfatisfactory all theſe 
Greateft external Goods are, from an Examination of their Na- 
ture, the Poet proceeds to ftrengthen his Argument [from 1. 258 to 
299) by thefe two farther Conſiderations, 

1ft, That the Acquirement of thefe Goods is made with the Lofs 
of one another ; or of greater, either as incontiftent with them, or 
as {pent in attaining them: 


How much of other each is ſure to coſt? 

How each for other oft is wholly loft ? 

How inconfiftent greater Goods with theſe? 

How fometimes Life is rifqu’d, and always Eafe ? 


adly, That the Poffeffors of each of thefe Goods are generally fuch 
as are fo far from raifing Envy in a good Man, that he would re- 
fufe to take their Perfons, though accompanied with their Poffef- 
fions. And this the Poet illuftrates by Examples: 


Think, and if ftill the Things thy Envy call, 
Say, would'ſt thou be the Man to whom they fall? Ge. 


3dly, 
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gdly, Nay, that even the Poſſeſſion of them all together, 
where they have excluded Virtue, only terminates in more enor- 
mous Mitery : 


If all, united, thy Ambition call, 

From ancient Story learn to fcorn them all. 

There, in the Rich, the Honour d, Fam'd, and Great, 
See the falſe Scale of Happinefs complete ! 

Nlark by what wretehed Steps their Glory grows, 
From Dirt and Sca-weed, as proud Venice roſe, &c. 


Having thus at length ſhewn, that Happinęſi conſiſts neither in 
any external Goods, nor in all kinds of ternal, that is, fuch of them 
as are not of our own Acquirement, he concludes [from. l. 298 to 
301] that it is to be found in Vin rux ALONE: 


Know then this Truth (enough for Man | to know) 
Virtue alone is Flappinefs below. 


Which the Tranflator turns thus: 


Appren donc qu'il n'eſt point icy bas de Boxbeur 
Si la Vertu ne regle et l'Efprit, et le Cæur. 


i.e. Learn therefore that there is no Happinefs here below, if Virtue 
dhes not regulate the Heart and the Underflanding, which deftroys the 
whole Force of the Poet’s Couclufion. He had proved, that Hape 
pinefs conſiſts neither in external Goods, as the Vulgar imagined, nor 
yet in the vifonary Purfuits of the Philofepbers: He therefore con- 
cludes that it confits in Vintuz Arone. His Tranflator fays, 
without Virtue there can be no Happinefs. And fo fay the Men againſt 
whom the Poet is here arguing. For though they fuppofed external 
Goods requifite to Happinefs, yet it was, when enjoyed accotding 
to the Rules of Virtue. Mr. Pope fays, 


Virtue atone is Happinefs below, 


and fo ought his Tranflator to have faid after him. 
Hitherto 
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Hitherto the Poet had proved, NEGATIVELY, that Happine/s 
confifis in Virtue, by ſhewing it confifted not in any other thing. He 
now [from 1. 300 to 317] proves the fame PosttIveLy, by an 
Enumeration of its Qualities, all naturally adapted to give, and to 
increafe human Happineſs: As its Conflancy, Capacity, Vigour, 
Efficacy, Adivity, Moderation, and Self-fufficiency : 

The only Point where human Blifs ftands ſtill, 
And taftes the Good, without the Fall to Ill; 
Without Satiety, tho’ e'er fo bleſs'd, 

And but more relifh’d, as the more diftrefs’d : 
Good, from each Object, from each Place, acquir'd, 
For ever exercis'd, yet never tir'd ; 

Never elated, while one Man's oppreſs d; 

Never dejected, while another's blefs‘d ; 

And where no Wants, no Withes can remain, 
Since, but to with more Virtue, is to gain. 


Having thus proved that Happineſt is indeed placed in Virtue, 
he proves next [from J. 316 to 319] that it is R1gHTLY placed 
there: For, that shen, and then only, ALL may partake of it, and 
ALL be capable of reliſhing it: 

See the fole Blifs Heaven could on Al. l. beſtow, 
Which who but feels can tafte, but thinks can know. 


The Poet then obferves, with fome Indignation, [from 1. 318 to 
331] that as eafy and as evident as this Truth was, yet Riches 
and falfe Philaſaphy had fo blinded the Perception, even of improved 
Minds, that the Poſſeſſors of the ir? placed Ilappineſs in Exterualt 
unſuitable to Man’s Nature; and the Followers of the latter in re- 
fined Vifons, unfuitable to his Situation: While the fimple-minded 
Man, with Nature only for his Guide, found plainly į in what it 
fhould be placed: 

Yet poor with Fortune, and with Learning blind, 
The Bad muft mifs, the Good untaught will find; 
Vor. VI. X Slave 
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Slave to no Seét, who takes no private Road, 

But loots thro’ Nature up to Nature's God. 

Purfues that Chain, which links th’ immenfe Defign, 
Joins Heaven and Earth, and Mortal and Divine. 
Sees that no Being any Blits can know, 

But touches fome above, and fome below ; 

Jearns, from this Union of the rifing Whole, 

The firft laft Purpofe of the human Soul ; 

And knows where Faith, Law, Morals, all began, 
All end, in Love or Gop, and Love or Man. 


To this Mr. De Croufaz,—* I made my Remarks as I went 
“ along, in reading the Poem of Mr. Du Refnel ; and, in Propor- 
“ tion as I advanced in it, I have had the moft agreeable Satisfac- 
*¢ tion to find, that my Commentaries have been too hafty and im- 
s mature on this Poem; in fo clear a Light has the illuftrious 
<s Abbé placed thofe Truths, which the Profe Tranflator had deli- 
1 vercd with much lefs Preciſeneſs. In this Tranflation J evi- 
* dently meet with the facred Terms of Faith, Hope, and Charity ; 
but I don’t know where he had them. And it is not eaſy for 
“ me to find, how the Ideas which I have been accuftomed to fix 
** to them can agree with them. I am puzzled to know what they 
have to do here*.” 

This, to ufe our Critic’s own Words, is a Specimen of that Ga- 
limatias, which runs through his whole Commentary. He fuf- 
pects, he approves, he doubts, he applauds; but it all ends in Ca- 
lumny and Condemnation. Here you have an old Veteran Con- 
troverſialiſt of ſeventy- five, who gives the World his fecond Thoughts 
(for he had publiſhed his Es amen before he wrote his Commentary) 
telling us that he fcribbled at random, and made the greateft Part 
of his Remarks before he had read over the Book he wrote againft : 
A Book that contains a regular, well-digefted Syftem, whofe Parts, 
having a mutual Dependance, neceſſarily fupport and illuftrate one 
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another. But if a Man would make fo free with himfelf as to tell 
this ftrange Story to the World, which certainly he had a Right 
to do, he ſhould, as his moral Character was concerned, have 
made Satisfaction for his Folly, by ſtriking out all thofe odious 
Imputations with which the foregoing Part of his Commentary 
abounds. luſtead of this, he was not only content to leave the 
Calumnies of Fataliſin and Spinoꝛiſi un · retracted; but has thought 
fit to renew them, even after this Confeffion of his hafty, immature 
Way of Writing. Ah! mifera mens hominis, quo te fatum ſæ- 
piſſime trahit! What but this could have forced him to write a 
whole Book in Contradiction to the very Principle he himſelf lays 
down to proceed by? An over-fcrupulous Exaélitude (fays he) 
would burt the very End of Poetry, But we muft make it a Law to 
interpret one Exprefion by another, for fear of attributing Notions to 
a Poet that would be injurious to him v. 

But to return: This is not all; the Poet thews farther [from I. 
330 to 343] that, when the fimple-minded Man, on his firſt fetting 
out in the Purfuit of Truth, in order to Happinefs, has had the 
Wifdom 


To look thro’ Nature up to Nature's God, 


inftead of adhering to any Sect or Party, where there was fo great 
Odds of his chufing wrong; That then the Benefit of gaining the 
Knowledge of God's Will written in the Mind is not there con- 
fined ; for that ſtanding on this ſure Foundation, he is now no longer 
in Danger of chuſing wrong, amidſt fuch Diverfities of Religions; 
but by purfuing this grand Scheme of Univerfal Benevolence, in 
Practice, as well as Theory, he arrives at length to the Knowledge 
of the revealed Will of God, which is the Confummation of the Syfem 
of Benevolence : 

For him alone Hope leads from Goal to Goal, 

And opens ftill, and opens on his Soul, 
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Till lengthen'd on to Fair, and unconfin'd, 
It pours the Blits, that fills up all the Mind. 


But let us once more hear Mr. De Crowfaz: ** We are brought 
“ (fays he) at length to the Truths of Revelation.—See Man once 
“ again re-eftablithed in his Rights, raifed as far above Brutes as 
** Heaven is above the Earth. How infinite a Difference between 
*¢ what one reads in this fourth Epiſtle, and what the Poet ven- 
“ tured to propofe in the frf, and in part of the two following ? 
“ There, corrupt Minds thought they read their own Sentiments 3 
* and even this, which we find here, is inſufficient to bring them 
“ back again from their Preventions *.” 

That the three fl., Epiſtles have nothing contrary to the fourth, 
we have not only fufficiently evinced, but fhewn likewife, that 
the Doctrine of this Jef, fo much approved by Mr. De Croufaz, 
is the neceſſary Confequence of that laid down in every one of 
the preceding, fo much condemned by him. But, that corrupt 
Minds thought they read their own Sentiments there, nay, that it 
will be bard to bring them back again from their Preventions, I can 
eaſily conceive; becaufe, not only Partiality to Mens own Opi- 
nions, but Prejudice againft the Opinions of ofders, may make them 
fancy they fee Doctrines in a celebrated Writer, which are in- 
deed not there. And then, Se/f-/ove on the one hand, and Selfo 
conceit on the other, may eaſily keep both in their feveral Delu- 
lions, agaiuſt all the Power of Conviction. 

To proceed, The Poct, in the laft Place, marks out [from 1. 
342 to 363) the Pregriſi of his Good Man's Benevolence, puthed 
through natural Religion to revealed, till it arrives to that Height, 
which the Sacred Writers deſeribe as the very Summit of Chrif 
tian Perfefion: Sud thews how the Progrefs of buman differs 
trom the Progrefs of divine Benevolence. That the divine defcends 
trom Whole to Parts; but that the Luman muft rife from indi- 
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vidual to univerfal. And with this rapturous Deſeription the Sub- 
ject of the Epiſtle clofes : 


Self. love thus puth'd to focial, to divine, 

Gives thee to make thy Neighbour's Bleffing thine: 
Is this too little for the boundlefs Heart ? 

Extend it, let thy Enemies have Part. 

Grafp the whole Worlds of Reafon, Life, and Senfe, 
In one clofe Syftem of Benevolence. 

Happier, as kinder! in whate’er Degree, 

AND HEIGHT or BLISS, BUT HEIGHT OF CHARITY. 
God loves from Whole to Parts; but human Soul 
Mutt rife from Individual to the Whole. 

Self-love but ſerves the virtuous Mind to wake, 

As the ſmall Pebble ftirs the peaceful Lake: 

The Centre mov'd, a Circle ftrait ſucceeds, 

Another ftill, and ftill another ſpreads, &c. 


The laft Part of the Obfervation is important. Rocbęſecauſt, 
Ejprit, aud their wordy Difciple Mandeville, had obterved, that 
Self-love was the Origin of all thofe Virtues Mankind moft ad- 
mire; and therefore foolithly fuppofed it was the End likewite : 
And fo, taught that the higheft Pretences to Difintereftednefs 
were only the more artful Diſguiſes of Self lee. But Mr. Pope, 
who fays, fomewhere or other, 


Of human Nature Wit its worft may write, 

We all revere it in our own Deipite, 
faw, as well as they, and every body elfe, that the Paffions began 
in Self-/ove ; yet he underſtood human Nature better than to imagine 
they terminated there. He knew that Reafon and Religion could. 
convert Selfifbnefs into its very oppofite; and therefore teaches 
that 

Self-love but ferves the virtuous Mind to wake, 

andi 
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and thus hath vindicated the Dignity of human Nature, and the 
philofophic Truth of the Chriftian Doétrine. 


But let us turn once more to Mr. De Creuſaz, who, conftant to 
himfelf, concludes, in the fame even tenor in which he firſt fet 
out. 4 Man (fays he) muft ufe fome Efforts to go even fo far 
4 as to love his Enemies.—But as to what concerns all Parts of the 
% Univerfe, and all the living Beings that inhabit it, as well thofe 
** we fee not, as thofe we do fee, we find nothing in ourſelves re- 
“ pugnant indeed to the giving them our Love; but then, on the 
other hand, we do not feel any Motions towards the rendering it 
t to them. And while fo great a Number of Objects, with which 
“ we are clofely ſurrounded, demand our Attention and Concern, 
“it appears not only fuperfluous but even irrational, to teaze our- 
“ felves with I cannot tell what Kind of Tendernefs, for the Inha- 
“ bitants of Jupiter , Be.” 

This prefents him with a pleafant Idea, and he purfues it with 
his ufual Grace and Vivacity. 

After this one would fcarce think that in the very next Words 
he ſhould confute himfelf, anſwer his own Objeétions, and vindi- 
zate the very Charity he had ridiculed. And yet this he now does, 
as much without Fear, as the other was without Wit. I own 
** (fays he) that a Soul devoted to its Creator, and ſtruck and raifed 
with Admiration at the attentive View of his mere corporeal 
Creation, would be ready to lend thofe Beings his Voice and Sen- 
*t timents, in order to join with them in an Offering of Praife and 
“ Thankfgiving to their common Creator, whofe Glory they fo 
„ magnificently declare, though without any Knowledge of the 
Truth which they proclaim. Nay, l go farther, and fay, that a 
“ Soul fo ſanctified, and at the fame time well aſſured, that there 
** are innumerable Choirs of happy Intelligences, who continually 
s adore their Creator in extatic Raptures, far ſurpaſſing our Con- 
* ceptions, will congratulate with them on their Glory + and Feli- 
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e city.” ere we fee defcribed, and, to fay the Truth, not ill, that 
very State of Mind which produced the Raptures of our admirable 
Poet : 

Grafp the whole Worlds of Reafon, Life, and Senfe, 

In one clofe Syftem of Benevolence. 

Happier, as kinder! in whate’er Degree, 

And height of Blifs but height of Charity. 


No, fays our Critic, who would ſtill keep on foot the Cenfure he 
himſelf has overthrown ; the Elevations I fpeak of, are not Eleva- 
tions of Charity for thofe glorious Intelligences. We are the Objects of 
their Charity, not they of ours . Egregious Philofopher! By Cha- 
rity, Mr. Pope not only means Benevolence, but exprefsly calls it 
Jo And Benevolence ſurely may be as well exercifed towards Supe- 
riors, as by them. 

But he proceeds This pretended chimerical Affection can have 
“ no Foundation but in the chimerical Syftem of a Wéole, of which 
„we make a Part, and of which all the Parts without Exception 
10 are fo dependent on each other, that, if any one only be difplaced, 
“ or never fo little deviating from its proper Function, that Dif- 
** order will affect the reft, and ſpread itfelf over the Whole: And, 
“ by confequence, extend to us, who make an effential Part of that 
„Whole. Se/f-/ove therefore, intereſts ittelf in every thing that 
+ exifts and moves. Self-love was never fent on fuch an Errand, 
no not by Rochefocault or Eſprit, though they forced it to do all 
their Drudgery. Here, a Man who never yet once rightly under- 
ftood what his Adverfary did fay, will now pretend to guefs at his 
Reafons for ſaying. One might have forefeen with what Succefs. 
But iomething he has taught us, and that is, to reft content with 
the Poet’s own Reafoning. His Argument then for this extended 
Benevolence is, that as God has made a Whale, whole Parts have 
a perfect Relation to, and an entire Dependency on each other, 
Man, in extending his Benevolence throughout that Whole, acts in 
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Conformity to the Will of his Creator; and therefore, this Enlurge- 
ment of his Affection becomes a Duty. 

But the Poet hath not only fhewn his Piety in this Precept, but 
the utmoft Art and Addrefs likewife in the Difpoftion of it. The 
Eſuy on Man opens with expofing the Murmurings, and impious 
Conclutions of foolih Men againſt the preſent Conftitution of 
Things. As it proceeds, it occafionally detects all thoſe falfe Prin- 
ciples and Opinions that led them to conclude thus perverfely. 
Having now done all that was neceflary in Speculation, the Poet 
turns to Pratlice; and ends his Eſſay with the Recommendation 
of an acknowledged Virtue, Charity, which, if exercifed in the 
Extent that Conformity to the Will of God requires, would ef- 
fectually prevent all Complaints againſt the preſent Order of Things: 
Such Complaints being made with a total Diſregard to every thing, 
but their own private Syſtem; and ſeeking Remedy in the Diforder, 
and at the Expence of all the reft. 

The Art and Contrivance, we fee, is truly admirable. But Mr. 
De Croufaz purfues his own Ideas. For to know Mr. Pope's, ſeems 
to have been his leaft Concern throughout his whole Commentary, 
% This Syftem (namely, of a bol] will carry us to a great length. 
« Miracles, which deviate from the ordinary Courfe of Nature, 
% muft pafs from henceforward as idle Fable.” [Obferve his reafon] 
4 It was impoflible that any kind of thing which has happened, 
4% fhould not have happened, or not have happened in the Manner 
“it hath “.“ As to Mr. Pope’s Fatalifm, we have faid enough of 
that Matter already. But now, if, for Difputation’s Sake, we ad- 
mit what, for Truth’s Sake, we muft reject, according to my No- 
tions of Logic, this Conclufion would follow, that therefore Mira- 
cles could not but bave been; not Mr. Croufaz's, that therefore they 
never could be. Miracles are proved, like other Matters of Fact, by 
human Teflimony: If that fays, Iron at one time ſwam, at other 
times funk, and we fuppoie Things ordered fatally; thefe two 


* Commentaire, p. 339. Event 
vents 


Mr. POPE'S ESSAY ON MAN. 161 


Events were equally neceſſary: So that, to make out his Conclufion, 
he muft be forced to add downright Albeiſin to his Fate. 

Mr. De Croufaz has now pufhed Matters to a decent Length. 
Ile has faid, the Poet's Extent of Charity was irrational—the Sſiem 
on which it was founded chimerical—ihat it ended in Fate. ind 
overthrew all Miracles. One would imagine this fhould have fatif- 
fied the moft orthodox Refentment. But there wanted fomething 
to make a right polemical Climax. To crown the Whole, there- 
fore, he tells us, that, According to the Poet, the Univerfe would 
‘© not have been a Work fufficiently worthy of God, had there not 
been Atheifts, Superſtitious, Perfecutors, Tyrants, Idolaters, 
*¢ Affaffins, and Poifoners . What I can find in the Eſay com- 
ing neareſt to this, is, That thoſe Mifchiefs do not deform God's 
Creation; decaufe the divine Art is inceſſantly producing Good out 
of Evil: And that as this Univerfe is the beft of all thofe in God’s 
Idea, therefore, whatever is, is right, with reſpect to that Univerfe : 
Either as tending, in its own Nature, to the Perfection of it, or 
made fo to tend by infinite Wifdom, contrary to its Nature. The 
true Confequence drawn from all this, is, That an Univerfe with 
Atbeiſts, Superftitious, &c. is fificiently worthy of God. Ilow that 
can infer this other, That the Univerfe would nat bave been a Work 
Sufficiently worthy of Gad, bad there not been Atkeift, Superfiitious, 
&c. J leave Mr. De Croufaz to draw out by his own Logic, or, 
which ſeems the more ductile of the two, his own Confcience. 

The Poet’s Addrefs to his Friend, which follows, and clofes this 
Epifile, comes not within the Defign of thefe Obfervations ! which 
are only to explain the Philofophy and Regſoning of the Eſay on Man. 
Otherwife, this fingle Apoftrophe would furnith a Critic with Ex- 
amples of every one of thofe five Species of Elocution, from which, 
as from its Sources, Longinus deduceth the SustiMe f. 
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1. The firt and chief is a Grandeur and Sublimity of Concep- 
tien: 
Come then, my Friend! my Genius come along, 
O Mafter of the Poet, and the Song! 
And while the Mufe now ftoops, and now afcends, 
To Man’s low Paffions, or their glorious Ends. 


2. The Second, that Pathetic Enthufiafin, which at the fame time 

melts and enflames : 

Teach me, like thee, in various Nature wife, 

To fall with Dignity, with Temper rife, 

Form'd by thy Converfe, happily to fteer 

From grave to gay, from lively to fevere, 

Correct with Spirit, eloquent with Eafe, 

Intent to reafon, or polite to pleafe.. 


3. A certain elegant Formation and Ordonance of Figures : 
O! while along the Stream of Time, thy Name 
Expanded flies, and gathers all its Fame, 

Say, fhall my little Bark attendant fail, 
Purfue the Triumph and partake the Gale? 


4. A jplendid Diélion : 
When Statefmen, Heroes, Kings, in Duft 22 51 
Whofe Sons ſhall bluſh their Fathers were thy Foes, 
Shall then this Verfe to future Age pretend 
Thou wert my Guide, Philoſopher, and Friend? 
That, urg’d by thee, I turn 'd the tuneful Art, 
From Sounds to Things, from Fancy to the Heart; 
For Wit's falfe Mirror held up Nature's Light; 


And fifthly, which includes in itfelf all the ref, a Weight and Dig- 
nity in the Compofition 3 


Shew’d erring Pride whatever is, is RIGHT ; 
That 
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That Reason, Passion, anfwer one great Alx; 
That true SELF-LovE and SociAt are the SAME; 
That Virtue only makes our Bl iss below; 

And all our Knowledge is OuxsEL VES To K NO ? 


But this, as we fay, is not our Province at prefent. I ſhall there- 

fore content myſelf with an Obfervation, which this ſublime Re- 

capitulation of the general Argument, in the laft Lines, affords me 

to conclude with. Which is, of one great Beauty that ſhines 
through the whole Ejay. It is this, that the Poet, whether he 

{peaks of Man as an Individual, a Member of Society, or the Sub- 

je& of Happineſi, never miffeth an Opportunity, while he is explain- 

ing his State under any of thefe Capacities, to illuftrate it, in the 

moft artful Manner, by the Inforcement of his grand Principle, 

That every thing tends to the Good of the Whole. From whence his 

Syftem receives the reciprocal Advantage of having that grand 

Theorem realized by Facts, and his Facts juftified on a Principle of 
Right or Nature. 


Thus have J endeavoured to analyſe and explain the noble Rea- 
foning of thefe four Epiftles. Enough, I prefume, to convince our 
Critic’s Friends that it hath a Precifion, Force, and Clofenefs of 
Conneétion, rarely to be met with, even in the moft formal Trea- 
tifes of Philoſophy. Yet in doing this, it is but too evident I 
have deftroyed that Grace and Energy which animates the Origi- 
nal. So right was Mr. Pope Prediction of the Event of fuch an 
Undertaking, where he fays, in his Preface, that, be was unable to 
treat this Part of bis Subject more in Detail, without becoming dry 
and tedious. And now let the Reader believe, if he be fo difpofed, 
what our great Logician infinuates to be his own Sentiments, as well 
as thofe of his Friends: That certain Perfons have conjectured that 
Mr. Pepe did not compoſe this Eſay at once, and in a regular 
4 Order; but that after he had wrote feveral Fragments of Poetry, 
ss all finiſhed in their Kind; one, for Example, on the Parallel 
“between Reafon and Injini; another, upon Man's groundlefs 

Y2 “ Pride; 
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„ Pride; another, on the Prerogatives of buman Nature; another, 
* on Religion and Superfition; another, on the Original of Society: 
s and feveral Fragments befides, on Se//-/ove and the Paffons; he 
« tacked thefe together as he could, and divided them into four 
“ Epiftles, as, it is faid, was the Fortune of Homers Rhapfodies &. 
Yes, | believe full as much of Mr. Pope's Rbapſodies, as 1 do of Ho- 
mer s. But if this be the Cafe, that the Leaves of thefe two great 
Poets were wrote at random, toſſed about, and afterwards put in 
Order, like the Cumæan Sibyls ; then, what we have till now thought 
an old lying Bravado of the Poets, That they wrote by bifpiratien, 
will become a fober Truth. For, if Chance could not produce them, 
and buman defign had no hand in them, what muft we conclude, but 
that they are, what they are fo commonly called, Divine ? 

However, fo honourable an Account of Rbapfody Writing ſhould 
by all means be encouraged, as Matter of Confolation to certain. 
modern Writers in Divinity and Politics. But the Mifchief is, our- 
Logician has given us an unlucky Proof iu his own Cafe, that al 
Rbapſodlſtt are not fo happy. 

To be ſerious: As to Homer, one might hope, by this time, thoſe 
old exploded Fooleries about his Rbapfodies would be forgotten. 
But as to his Tranflator, it muft be owned, he has given Cauſe 
enough of Diſguſt to our Philofophers and Men of Reafon. Till this 
time, every Poet, good or bad, ftuck fairly to his Profeffion: But 
Mr. Pope, now the laſt of the poetic Line amongſt us, on whom 
the large Patrimony of his whole Race is devolved, ſeems deſirous, 
as is natural in ſuch Cafes, to ally himſelf to a more laſting Family ; 
and ſo, after having diſported himſelf at Will, in the flowery Paths 
of Fancy, and revelled in all the Favours of the Muſes, boaſts of 
having taken up in time, and courted and eſpouſed Truth: 

That not in Fancy’s Maze he wander'd long, 
But ftoop’d to Truth, and moraliz'd his Song. 

But now, in what Light, muf we think, will the graver Chrif- 

tian Reader regard the Calumnies we have here confuted? How fad 
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an Idea will this give him of the prefent Spirit of Chriftian Profef- 
fion, that a Work, wrote folely to recommend the Charity that 
Religion fo ftrongly inforceth, and breathing nothing but Love to 
God, and univerfal Good-will to Man, fhould bring upon the Au- 
thor fuch a Storm of uncharitable Bitterneſs and Calumny, and that, 
from a pretended Advocate of Chriftianity? A Religion the very 
Vitality of which (if we may believe itẹ Propagators) is Univerfal 
Benevolence: For the End of the Commandment is Charity*. Con- 
formably hereunto we may obferve, that in their Epifles to the 
Churches, whatever the Occzfion was, whatever Difcipline they in · 
ftituted, whatever Points of Faith they explained, whatever Here- 
fies they ftigmatized, whatever Immoralities they condemned, 
or whatever Virtues they recommended, CHarity was ftill the 
Thing moft conftantly enforced, as the very End of all, the Bond 
of Perfeétnefs+. The beloved Difciple of our Lord, particu- 
larly, who may furely be fuppofed to know his Maſter's Will, 
hath wrote dis Epiftle on fet Purpoſe to recommend this fingle Vir- 
tue: At a Crifis too, when, as Herefies were ſpriuging up apace, a 
modern Controverſialiſt would be apt to think he might have em- 
ployed his Time better. And why (it may be reafonably afked) fo 
very much on Charity, in an Age when Chriftians had fo few Pro- 
vocations or Temptations to violate it? For their Faith being yet 
chafte from the Proftitutions of the Schools, and their Hierarchy 
yet uncorrupted by the Gifts of Conſtantine, the Church knew nei- 
ther Bigotry nor Ambition, the two fatal Sources of uncharitable 
Zeal. I will tell you, it was the Providence of their prophetic Spi- 
rit, which prefented to them the Image of thofe miferable Times 
foretold by their Mafter, when Iniguity fhould abound, and the Love 
of many wax cold}. So that if the Men of thofe Times ſhould per- 
fift in violating this Bond of Perfeéinefi, after fo many repeated Ad- 
monitions, they might be found altogether without Excufe. For I 
can by no means enter into the Views of that profound Philofopher, 
who difcovered that efus and his Followers might preach up Love 
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and Charity, the better to enable a Set of Men, fome Centuries 
afterwards, to tyrannife over thofe whom the engaging Sounds of Chaa 
rity and Brotherly Love had intrapped into Subjection *. 

am aware that certain modern Propagators of the Faith, aided 
with a Seboo / Difiinétion, will tell you, that it is pure Charity which 
fets them all at work; and that what you call Uscharitablene/s, 
when they infult the Fame, the Fortune, or the Perfon of their 
Brother, is indeed the very Height of Charity, a Charity for his 
Soul, This indeed may be the Height of the Hangman’s Charity, 
who waits for your Cloaths : But it could never be St. Pauls. His 
was not eafily provoked, thought no Evil, bore all Things, boped all 
Things, endured all Things +. It was a Charity that began in Can- 
dour, infpired good Opinion, and fought the temporal Happinefs of 
his Brother. 

I leave it with Mr. De Croufaz to think upon the different Ef- 
ſects which Excefs of Zeal in the Service of Religion hath pro · 
duced in him. For I will, in very Charity, believe it to be really 
that; notwithſtanding we every Day fee the moft defpicable Tools 
of others Impotency, and the vileft Slaves to their ow Ambition, hide 
their corrupt Paſſions under the felf-fame Cover. This learned 
Gentleman fhould reflect on what the fober Part of the World 
will think of his Conduct. For though the A poſtle bids A0ED 
MEN nE sounD IN FAt Tu, he adds immediately, and 1d CHARITY, 
IN Patience ; likewife. But where was his Charity in labouring, 
on the flighteft Grounds, to reprefent his Brother as propagating 
Spinozifm and Immorality? Where was his Temper, when he 
became fo furious againft him, on the Suppofition of his efpoufing a 
H. m he had never read, that of Leibnitz; and juftifying a Doc- 
trine he had never beard of, the pre-cflablifoed Harmony? Where 
was his Patience, when, having conceived this of him, on the mere 
Authority of a mof miftaken Tranflator, he would not ftay to inquire 
whether the Author owned the Faithfulnefs of the Verfion ; but 
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publifthed his Conceptions, and the ſtrongeſt Accufations upon thofe 
Conceptions, in Volume after Volume, to the whole World? 
Where, if in any of thefe Imaginations fo founded, he fhould be 
miftaken, he became guilty of a deliberate and repeated Act of the 
higheſt Injuftice; the attempting to deprive a virtuous Man of his 
honeft Reputation. 

If Mr. De Croufaz preſumes his Zeal for the Honour of God will 
excufe his Violations of Charity towards Men, I muft tell him, be 
knows not what Spirit be is of. If a Man (iays the beloved Diſciple 
of our Lord) /ay, I hve God, and bateth bis Brother, be is a Liar: 
For be that lovetb not bis Brother whom be bath feen, bow can be love 
God whom be bath not feen *? A Free-thinker may perhaps laugh at 
the Simplicity of this Argument, which yet he would affect to 
admire, could any one find it for him in Plato. But let him for 
once condeſcend to be inftruéted by his Bible, and hearken to a little 
Chriflian Reatoning. 

% You fay you lave God (fays the Apoftle) though you hate your 
„Brother: Impoffible !. The Love of any Object begins originally, 
*¢ like all the other Paffions, from Sclf-love. 1 hus we love our- 
* felves, by Reprefentation, in our Offspring; which Love extends. 
* by degrees to our remoter Relations, and fo on through our 
„ Neighbourhood, to all the Fellow-Members of our Community. 
And now Self- love, refined by Reaſon and Religion, begins to 
« lofe its Nature, and deſervedly aſſumes another Name. Our 
„Country next claims our Love; we then extend it to all Man- 
Kind, and never reft till we have, at length, fixed it on that 
4 mof amiable of all Objects, the great Author and Original of Being. 
This is the Courfe and Progrefs of human Love: 

God loves from Whole to Parts, but human Soul 

Mott rife frem Individual to the Whole.. 
Now (purfues the Apoftle) I reafon thus: Can you, who are 
* not yet arrived at that inferior Stage of Benevolence, the Love 
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“ of your Brother, whom you bave feen, that is, whom the Necef- 
* fities of Civil Life, and a Senfe of your mutual Relation might 
“ teach you to love, pretend to have reached the very Height and 
* Perfection of this Paffion, the Love of God whom you bave not 
«s feen? that is, whofe wonderful Occonomy in his Syſtem of Crea- 
“tion, which makes him fo amiable, you cannot have the leaſt 
% Conception of; you, who have not yet learnt that your own pri- 
“s vate Syſtem is ſupported on the great Principle of Benevolence? 
% Fear him, flatter him, fight for him, as you dread his Power, 
** you may; but to ove him, as you know not his Nature, is ime 
poſſible. This is the Apoftle’s grand and ſublime Reafoning ; 
and it is with the fame Thought on which the Apoftle founds his 
Argument that our moral Poet ends his Eſſay, as the juft and necef- 
fary Conclufion of his Work : 

Self-love but ferves the virtuous Mind to wake, 

As the {mall Pebble ftirs the peaceful Lake; 

The Centre mov'd, a Circle ftrait fucceeds, 

Another ftill, and ftill another ſpreads; 

Friend, Parent, Neighbour, firſt it will embrace, 

His Country next, and next, all buman Race ; 

Wide, and more wide, th'O'erflowings of the Mind 

Take every Creature in, of every Kind; 

Earth {miles around, with boundlefs Bounty bleſt, 

AnD Haven BEHOLDS 178 IMAGE IN HIS BREAST. 
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On a BOOK, InTITULED, 


FUTURE REWARDS AND PUNISHMENTS l 


BELIEVED BY THE ANTIENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE PHILOSOPHERS; 


Wherein fome Objections of the Rev. Mr. WARBURTON, 
in his Divine LEGATION or Moses, are conſidered, 1742. 


WITH 


A POSTSCRIPT, IN Answer To some OBJECTIONS 
or Dr. SYKEs; 


AND, 


A LETTER ro Br. SMALLBROOK. 


Beware left any Man fpoil you through PnILoSo HT“ and vain 
« Deceit, after the Traditions of Men, after the Rudiments of 
„ the World, and not after Curist.” Col. ii. 8. 


Vol. VI. VA 


ADVERTISEMENT to the Seconp EDITION, 1742. 


THE Author of the Pamphlet here examined hath lately made 
a public Confeffion of his Authorthip, figned with his own Name; 
and thereby faved himſelf from all farther Correction of this kind. 
For he who is fo loft to Shame, as a WRITER, to own what he 
before wrote, and fo loft to Shame, asa MAN, to own what he- 
hath now written, muft needs be paft all Amendment, the only 
reafonable View in Correéion. I thall therefore but do, what iu- 
deed (were it any more than repeating what he himfelf hath dif- 
covered to the Public) would be juftly reckoned the crueleft of all 
things, tell my Reader the Name of this Miſerable; which we find 
to be I. TILLARD. 
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HOUGH I could not perfuade myfelf to take this Notice 

of fuch a kind of Writer as him of the AUj/cellany, yet a 
very little thing, the Reader fees, will engage me to give an Ad- 
verfary Satisfaction ; while I fuffer myfelf to be feduced into a 
Controverfy by the Writer of a late Book, intituled, Future Re- 
wards and Punifbments believed by the Ancients, particularly the Phi- 
lofephers ; wherein Jome Objections of the Reverend Mr. Warburton, in 
bis Divine Legation of Moses, are confidered *, 

And a very little Thing it was; only the finding in his Book 
one fingle Truth, which does me a Piece of Juſtice, that the ortho- 
dox Writer above-mentioned would by no means be brought unto, 
even after his Conviction of Calumny on that Head. It is in 
thefe Words; But I muf here do fo much Fulice to Mr. Warburton, 
as to acknowledge, that the Point he denies, is, that the Philofophers 
only did not believe future Rewards and Punifbments ; whereas be als 
lows all others did believe them +. 


* Svo, London, 1740. Printed by M., Steen, in the Inner - Temple Lane. 
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For the reft, neither his Abilities nor his Candour deferved this 
Notice. His Ab:lities are duly celebrated in thefe few Sheets; and 
for his Canduur, the Reader will, I believe, require no farther Proof 
than the follou ing: —. ier off thefe Luely Deferiptions—if there 
can tke kof Doubt remain in the Readcr's Breaf—it mif arife from 
the Influence and Prepoffiffion of a few random Expreffions now and then 
thrown out to depreciate the Philofophers, by certain Perfons, who, 
thinking tkemfelves obliged to fay fomething out of the common Road, 
very frequently diſcover their lo non ANC AND WANT or SENE IN. 
THE VERY ATTEMPT TO DISPLAY THEIR LEARNING: But that 
steH PRETENDERS TO KNOWLEDGE, sucu EMPTY Mimics oF 
reat WORTH, MAY NO LONGER IMPOSE upon Perfons of good 
Underflanding—I foall*, Ec. 

But though | thew this Diſtinction to a puny Truth half over- 
laid, which I was forced to draw from under an unwieldy Heap of 
Blunders and Prevarications: yet, let it be obferved, that this is 
only for once, and out of due Regard to the firſt Writer againſt me, 
that has conde ſcended to fay any thing truly of me: For I hope 
common Honefty is not fo rare, even among Auſwerers by Profij 
fon (of all ſober Knaves the mott corrupt) that this Tribute need be 
paid twice unto it. 

My Confiderer begins his Preface thus: The Motive which prin- 
c'poily induced me to pubiifh the following Collection and Obfervations, 
was the frange and unjuflifiable Methods which fome Min take to ad- 
vauce their own systEMs by depreciating and running down thofe of 
ethers +. The Reader fees what the Man would be at. Here is no 
Difguile or Referve however. It is the old Infidel Grudge againſt 
the intolerant Spirit of Chriftianity, deliveredly as crudely as ever 
his dear Friends, the Philofopters, urged it againſt the primitive 
Apelogifis. Their great Quarrel to Chriftianity was, that its Defen- 
ders endeavoured ſo advance their own Syſtems, by depreciating and 
running down thofe of otherst: And this, in their, and in their 
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Advocates Opinion, was a flrange and unjuflifiable Method. And how 
fhould he think otherwiſe? when he has fo mean an Opinion of 
the Caute of Revelation, as to tell us prefently after, That moft of 
that vaft number of Books that have been wrote to prove the Ne- 
ceflity and Excellency of our holy Religion, are thought very mean 
and infufficient by the unprejudiced and inquifitive Adverfary, but 
appear in a very different Light to the Mob of Chrittians, who, by 
the happy Prejudice of Education, have been brought up to doubt 
of nothing. But hear him in his own more emphatic Words: The 
v number of Books and Pamphlets which bave of late Years been fo 
plentifully poured out, to prove the Necefity and Excellency of our 
holy Religion, certainly deferve the Approbation and Thanks of every 
zealous and truly devout Chriſtian: And though many of thefe Per- 
Jormances have been THOUGHT BY THE ADVERSARY. VERY MEAN 
AND INSUFFICIENT, yet they have appeared in a quite diferent 
Light in the Eyes of the Bulk of Mankind; WHO, FROM THE HAPPY. 
Cast or THEIR NATIVITY, HAVE, IN THEIR EARLIEST AGE, 
BEEN TAUGHT TO FORM A MUCH BETTER JUDGMENT or THINGS 3. 
AND WHO, SELDOM HAVING ANY Dovsrs or ScRUPLES TO 
DISTURB THEM, are therefore the eafier confirmed in the quiet and 
Jull Perfuafion of thefe Doétrines THEY AT FIRST RECEIVED =. 

Had I not Reafon to fay as I did, That the Heathen Philofu-. 
‘¢ phers of our Times might be well excufed in being angry to fee 
s their ancient Brethren fhewn for Knaves in Practice, and Fools 
„in Theory; but that any elfe ſhould think themfelves concerned. 
in the Force and Fidelity of the Drawing, was a Myftery 1 did. 
% not know what to make of +?” 

It is therefore Matter of much Confolation to me, to find that the: 
real Friends of Revelation have at length left theſe Heathen Philofo~ 
phers (the Men whom only it concerns) to diſpute this Point with 
me. I have now got a Gentleman Freethinker under my Hands ;. 
and, if thofe other Folks will be but eaſy, I'll promife to give a good: 
Account of him.. 


* P. iii, ir. + Divine Legat.. vol, II. p. 136. 
Ous 


74 REMARKS ON TILLARD. 


d 

Our Confilerer proceeds to thew the Reafons why fome Defenders 
ot Chrittianity will not acknowlodge the Doctrine contained in his 
Rook. He gracioufly acquits them of all Malice and Defign, and 
throws it firlt, 

1. Upon their Ignorance. The firft of which is the Ignorance, 
in this particular, of by far the greatcft Part of them ¶ Defenders 
of Chriftianity] wbo really do not know that Rewards and Punifh- 
ments in another Life are any where fpoken of but in the New Tef- 
tament, unlefs it be in fome dark and figurative Terms, which (as ir 
THERE WERE NONE SUCH AMONGST THEMSELVES) they think they 
have a Right to laugh at and expofe. They remember, perhaps, ſome 
Stories in their School-books of Elyfium, of Tartarus, / Cerberus, 
Ec. and conclude, very baſtily, that this was all that was ever thought 
of or beliewed by the Heathens concerning a World to come*. It was 
not for nothing, we find, that he defpifed the Defenders of Chrit- 
tianity as Scribblers, whom none but a prejudiced Mob would give 
any Credit to: For the far greatet Part of them, it ſeems, knew 
no more of Antiquity than a few Stories in their School-bcoks. But 
who can enough admire the Modefty of this, in one, who confeſſes 
he has forgot his Greek, and this only in order to infinuate that he 
has fome Latin which yet fticks by him ? 

2. He throws it, Secondly, Upon their Prejudices, that is, their 
great Attachment to their own Religion. On this Head, he talks I 
don’t know what captivated Lovers—pious Zeal—Prejudice of 
Ecducation—Intere—Preferment ; in fhort the common.Dog-trot 
of Infidelity and Freethinking. 

After this Specimen of his Modefy, he prefents us with one of 
his Abilties, As to what relates (fays he) to the Subject of the fol- 
lowing Sheets, the Cafe in Fact is this. It is indifputably true, and 
beyond all reafonable Contradiction, that the Doétrine of future Rewards 
and Punifhments is clearly and plainly delivered and laid down in the 
New T:flament : And it is as indifputably true, and beyond all reafon- 
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cble Contradiction, that the Doctrine cf future Rewards aud Punifoments 
Is CLEARLY AND PLAINLY DELIVERED AND LAID DOWN in the 
Books and Writings of the Heathens. ThE Truru or wire Point 
is now fubmitted to the Judgment of every impartial Reader v. This 
indiſputuble Point, which he writes a Book to prove, is, I believe, 
ſtrictly /. At leaft it was never difputed by his humble Servant. 
On the contrary, I have faid, the Heathen Philofophers were perpe- 
tually inculcating to the People the Hoctrine of a future State of Re- 
«vards and Punifbments in their Difcourfes and Writings f. But his 
Title-page profeſſes to prove the Truth of a very different P. int, not 
quite fo indiſputable. Future Rewards and Puniſbmenis BELIEVED by 
the Ancients, particularly the Philofophers, wherein fame Objections of 
the Reverend Mr. W. in bis Divine Legation of Moses are confidered. 
Thus we fee this able Writer has miftaken his Queftion before he 
be got to the End of his Preface. Dids me de contiénds con quien me 
entienda, {ays the Spanifh Proverb, God grant me an Adverfary that 
underflunds ne. But, wretch that I am, after having met with ſuelr 
an Adverfary, Tam now forced to contend with one that does not 
underſtand himſelf. 

His Preface concludes thus: J thought once to have changed the 
Order in which the Quotations of the fecond Chapter are placed. Rur 
METHOD IN ss cn CASES DEPENDING ALMOST AS MUCH UPON TIE 
Fancy or EVERY READER AS THE REAL PROPRIETY OF THE 
THING ITSELF, I chofe rather to fubmit them as they are , &c. By 
thefe his frank Sentiments of Method, it appears he has forgot his 
Logic too, if ever he had any, as well as his Greek, which, he tells 
os, be bad neglected, like Lard Chief ‘fuftice Hale, by a long Avoca- 
tion to Studies of quite another Nature d. Whatever his Studies were, 
he can fearce perfuade the Reader to think them like Lerd Chief 
Jufice Hale's. That learned Man indeed loft his Greek, but got a 
great deal of good Senſe. Our Author too has loft his Greek, And 
what has he got? Marry, the Knack of writing without any Senfe 
at all. 
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II. 

We come now to his Ar Chapter, the only one that I am con- 
cerucd in; and therefore the only one I fhall, at prefent, give my- 
ſelr the Trouble of conſidering. As juft before he had innocently 
blundered owt of the Queftion ; fo now by entering on his Atten- 
dance on the Author of The Divine Legation, he has as innocently 
blundered into it: And thus has fet all right again. 

Atter having frankly told the Reader, that the Author of The 
Divine Legation bad not the direct and immediate Diftovery of Truth, 
and the REAL and SUBSTANTIAL Improvement of Mankind [i. e. the 
Recommendation of Pagan Philofophy] in bis Thoughts and Studies, 
but the Advancement of a certain favourite Scheme * (i. e. of Revela- 
tion} he goes on to + quote the Apologies I make for venturing to 
deny a commonly received Opinion. On which he thus defcants: 
By all which, and indeed bis ebole manner of treating this Subject, be 
plainly difcovers ſucb a great Diftruft of bis Arguments and Conclufions 
1s convince the Judgment of bis Reader, that $, Sc. I am a very 
unlucky Writer. If Iexprefs myſelf with Confidence, I am ſuppoſed 
to diſtruſt other Men's Opinions; if with D fidence, my own. But 
let him reft himfelf content. I am under no manner of Diffidence. 
Or, if 1 had any, his writing againſt me had eafily removed it. 
However, in this I ſhall never recriminate. I confefs, he writes all 
the way as much without Fear as Wit. 

I foall (fays our crafty Advocate) pafi over bis nice Diſſinctions, 
Divifios, and Subdivifions 9. Now this, I cannot but think hard. 
Ie had before made his Exceptions to Greek, and I dare fay he 
would think it unfair to have it urged againft him after he had fo 
fairly pleaded Ignoramus to it; yet a critical Ufe of that Language is 
alone fufficient to determine a dezifive Queftion in this Controverfy, 
namely, of the Spinozifin of tke ancient Philofophers: And here he 
debars me all Benefit of Logic, and won't have Patience while I {tate 
the Queſtion, and divide the Subject. J fall pafs over (fays he) dis 
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nice Diftinétions, Divifions, and Subdivifions, So that becaufe he 
knows neither Greek nor Method, I thall ufe none. Here then 
I might fairly diſmiſs this minute Philgſopber, who dares me to 
the Combat, and yet excepts againft all the Weapons in Ufe, 
But not to difappoint the Company we have brought together, 
` I will accept his Challenge, and fight him with his own wooden 
Dagger. 

I proceed (fays he) direétly to take notice of thofe Reaſons which, 
IN MY APPREHENSION, any ways affect the prefent Queftion; and 
theft, I think, may be reduced to two. it, * That the Pbilofophers 
s held it lawful, for the public Good, to fay one Thing, when they 
“ thought another, and that they actually did fo. 2dly, That they 
« held fome fundamental Principles of Philofophy, which were alloge- 
«t ther inconfiftent with the Doétrine of future Rewards and Punifb- 
e ments*.” But furely, if he will needs write againſt me, his 
Bufinefs is not only to confider what, in bis Apprebenſion, tends 
to the Proof of my Point, but likewife what in my Apprebenſion 
I had faid does fo. For Inftance, in bis Apprebenfion, this Argu- 
ment, That the Philofophers beld it lawful in general to fay one Thing, 
when they thought another, and this, that they actually did fò, tends 
to the Proof of my Point. And, în my Apprebenſion, this other 
Argument likewife, That the Philofophers aéted on the abeve Princi- 
ple, with regard to a future State of Rewards and Punifoments, the 
very Doctrine in queſtion, has, at leaſt, as ſtrong a Tendency: For 
which Reaſon I had employed x large Pages to inforce it. But to 
all this my Adverfary has thought fit to ſay Nothing. 

However, if he will needs confine the Strength of my Diſcourſe 
to thoſe two Points, I muft be content, and accept the beſt Terms 
he can be brought to. Nor will the Reader perhaps think theſe 
bad ones. But, alas! he yet knows little of our Advocate. Of a 
hundred Arguments from Reaſon and Authority which ſupport thofe 
two Points, he has not ventured fo much as at a Decimation; and 
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his Attack of thofe few he thuffles off in fo evafive a manner, as- 
would never get him Victory in the Schools , nor hardly Credit at 
the Bur. But what would he not do, or what would he not forbear 
to do, for his Philofophers? For if that Sct of modern Heathens, 
ashe gravely tells us, ARE NOT FAR FROM THE KINGDOM oF 
Gop, who be.ng really in god earn in the Search of Truth, bave 
without Prejudice confidered, and bave calmly, ferioufly, end with the 
utmoft Diligence examined into the Obligation of the feveral Religions, 
or Ses of Religion, which row prevail in the World; and after the 
mature Deliberation are fatisfied there is notbing extraordinary or 
immediately divine in any of them ; but that, upon the IV bole, all which 
they contain or pretend to (except what relates to our Duty to God, 
and our Obligations to Morality) is merely buman Invention, and the 
Product of Defign, of Error, or of Entbufiaſin +. If theſe be fo near 
Day, in what a hopeful Condition are thofe of the elder Houſe, who 
certainly cannot be faid to have rejected the Goſpel; though fo 
ready to give a diligent and difpafisnate Examination to any thing that. 
would afford room for a Diſpute. 


III. 

But we muſt take him as we find him, and be thankful. The 
Reader will ſay preſently we have Reaſon. For he now proceeds 
to the Confutation of the firft Point, That the Philofophers held it 
lawful, for public Gocd, to fay one Thing, when they thought ano- 
ther. And how does he fet about it? Truly in a very new Way. 
By PROVING it at large, from the fourth to the fixteenth Page: 
Which, he onefly, for the fecond lime, concludes thus: All which 
in in Effect, no more than what Mr. Warburton bimfelf fays f. 
Why, no; but he being able to fay it fo much better, had a Mind 
to thew his Parts. And now, according to his own Confeſſion, 
the Philofophers bolding it lawful, for the public Good, to fay one thing 
when they thought another; and 1 having proved, to which Proof 
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he has not oppofed a fingle Syllable, that they practiſed this Rule 
in the very Point in Queftion, the Diſpute is fairly at an End. This 
will certainly furprize our lefs attentive Readers: But they muft 
know, all this good-natured Pains was neither for their Sakes nor 
for mine, but for his dear Péilofophers. The Cafe ftood thus: 
When ! {poke of the double Dofirine, 1 confidered the Practice of it 
as not altogether free from Blame. Not that this Reprefentation , 
contributed to prove it practiſed in the Point in queſtion, but be- 
caufe I thought the Reprefentation true. But my Adverfary, as 
we fee, having taken it for granted, that I bad not the direct and 
immediate Diſcovery of Truru in my Thougtts and Studies*, had 
nothing left, but the firft Reafon to aſſign for my Reprefentation, 
which affecting the Credit of his Matters, he will endeavour, as 
great an Enemy as he is to Divifions and Difinétions, to diſtinguiſb 
away this Opprobrium. He therefore divides the Practice of the 
double Doctrine into two Sorts. The one, a little criminal: The 
other, quite free from Blame +. And to thew his Judgment, in 
the firſt Claſs he places Prieſis and Politicians $, and in the fecond, 
the Chinefe L'terati§, who, taught Atheifin in private; and Or- 
pheus ||, who againft his Confcience, as he fays, taught Polytheifm 
in public. But the Clafs of Innocents, you may be fure, was erected 
chiefly for his dear Philofophers, whofe double Doctrine he impioufly 
compares to the Practices of the ever bleſſed eſus s. For which I 
remit hin to the appointed Defenders of Religion: who will, I hope, 
give him due Correction for all his Infults on their Ignorance and their 
School- Books. 

The mighty Argument then he labours with, and for the fake of 
which he has, before he was aware, given up the whole Caufe, is 
this:. The Philofophers Practice of the double Doctrine was inno- 
cent and laudable: therefore it could never be employed to preach 
“ up a Future State of Rewards and Puniſhments in Public, and to 
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* preach it down in private. This, l fuppofe, he would have 
faid, hud he known how to exprets his own Meaning. Let us fee 
then what Force it has upon his Principles. For, as much as he 
coutends tor the Propagation of Truth, he is not likely to die a 
Martyr tu it; as you may hear by his talking. To diflurb the 
; ublie Peace, to break the Laws, and fruitlefly to expofe ourfelves to 
manife? Danzer for the fake of propagating our Religion, seems 10 
CARRY A CONTRADICTION IN ITSELF, and would need no Confuta- 
tion, if the mifaken Principles and Practice of a few Zealots did not 
inflame fome People to think otherwife *. It is no wonder this fhould 
raife his Indignation. For had not Chrif and his Apoftles been 
guilty of the very Miſdemeanor that, he tells us, carries a Contra» 
diclion in itfelf (which, whatever it means in his Jargon, is furely 
fomething very bad) we had never had the poor Philofophers at this 
time of Day fo difgracefully puſned beſide the Chair. But for this, 
ł again fend him to be difciplined by the Defenders aforefaid ; and 
go on to try his Argument on his own Principle. The Pailofopbers,. 
as he confefles, yfed, for the public good, to fay one thing when they 
thought anotber. They faw that the Doctrine of a Future State of 
Rewards and Puniſhments was firmly believed by the People, and 
of infinite Service to Society. But their ſpeculative Opinions led. 
them to reject it. What was to be done? Telling what they 
thought the Truth would be injurious, on the Suppofition, both to 
Society and themſelves. And (as he affures us) fruitle/sly to expofe 
one’s felf to maniſe Danger for the fake of propagating one’s Religion, 
feems to carry a Contradiction in itjelf. Here then their Principle of 
faying one thing when they thought another, came in Practice, nothing 
being left, but to profe/s in public, and believe in private. But he 
will fay, perhaps, that fincere impartial Inguirers after Truth, like 
his Philofophers, could not, after the mof careful Examination, reject 
the Doctrine of future Rewards and Punithments. Why not, I 
akhim? They might be as coftive of Belief, for ought he knows, 
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as his favourite Clafs of Free- thinkers; who, with the fame Quali- 
fications, reject all Revelation in general. But it ran ftrangely in 
his Head, that if I thought the Philofophers pradtifed the double 
Doctrine on the Point in queſtion, I muft needs fuppofe they had 
no fixed Principles—But it is very unreaſonabie (fays he) and unjuft 
from bence to conclude, that they who do fo, have no Belief of their 
own, or that they think all Religion whatever the Invention of defigning 
Men v. And again——So that, notwithflanding their double Doctrine, 
they had fill fome fixed ones of their own +. Why, thou mighty De- 
fender of Heathen Witdom ! who ever faid they had not! Or who 
but fuch a Defender would not have feen, that all the force of my 
Argument refts upon this very Truth, that they had fixed Princi- 
ples, that they had a Belief of their own ? 

But as if he had not done enough in this obliging way, he will 
go on, and prove for me, that the double Doctrine was not about: 
different Opinions, but the fame. I indeed thought it incumbent 
on me to thew this: becaufe it was bringing my Argument home 
to the Point, that a Future State was one of the Objeéts of the- 
double Dottrine. But how it could be made to ferve bis Purpofe, 
was quite beyond by reach. Judge then of my Surprize, when U 
faw him attempt to prove it at large; and to conclude his Proof. 
thus: It appears then that the external Dottrine related to the fame 
thing as the internal}. I was fome time at a lofs for his Meaning 
in the former Cafe: but here I gave over the Search as deſperate. 
Not but I concluded there was Mifchief fomewhere.. At laft I 
found this flender thing of an Argument lie lurking under a Ce- 
nundrum. I don’t know whether it will bear the handling; but 
at preſent it hangs together thus: The external Doctrine re- 
4 lated to the fame thing as the internal. Now a Future State 
ss is one thing, and no Future State, another. Thefe therefore 
* being zwo, could not be the Object of the double Doctrine, which 
“ was concerned with one thing only.” But our Advocate is fo. 
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far from being able to make a good Argument, that, to the Shame 
* kis Preſchion, he knows not how to make a good Quibdle. For 
J had all along affirmed the Philofophers, both in their external 
and futernal teaching, held a Future State (here's his one and 
the fame thing tor him:) In their external, a Future State with 
Rewards and Punithments; in their internal, a Future State with- 
ext them. 

But though he contends, that she external Doctrine related to the 
fume thing with the internal, yet it does not (he fays) in the leaſt ap- 
pear, that the Philofophers believed one thing, and taught a quite con- 
tary ta the People 2. This is ſtrange indeed. Thefe Philofophers 
then muft be like their Advocate, and teach nothing. Otherwiſe, 
it the external Teaching was for the People, and the internal what 
the People could not be trufted with, and both about the fame 
thing, the two Ways of Teaching muft certainly proceed upon 
contrary Propofitions. But, perhaps, in the Humour he is now 
in, an Authority may be better liked than a Reafon. I will 
give him one above all Exception: His own. In another Place he 
tells us, it did fully appear, that the Pbiloſopbers believed one thing, 
and taught a quite contrary to the People; for he fays—— TIIE Ex- 
TERNAL THEREFORE MUST BE JUST THE REVERSE [to the internal] 
WITH RELATION TO THE SAME POINTS +. 


IV. 


Our Advocate hath given me fo little room to quarrel with him 
on this Head, that the Reader muft needs have had a very poor 
and meagre Entertainment. Nothing but a ftill-born Blunder, and 
the Ghoft of a departed Quibble. He muft therefore be content 
to make out his Treat with what cold Scraps I can pick up from 
the over-fodden Crambe of his Logic and Literature. 

In the fifth Page he fays, Mr. Warburton expresses bimfelf very 
AMBIGUOUSLY, where be afferts that they beld it lawful, for the public 
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good, to fay one thing when they thought another. Fox, in the pre- 
Sint Queflion, if we underfland by this, that the Philofphers believed 
a Future State in a fpiritual, refined, and rational Senſe, while they 
Sometines countenanced the People in their grofs, vulgar, and corpo- 
real Notions of it, then what be lays down is certainly true: But if 
we underfland it, AS HE INTENDS WE SHOULD, that the Philofeplers 
preached the Doctrine of a Future State to the People, while themfelves 
believed the contrary, viz. that there was no future State of Rewards 
and Punifements at all ; then bis Charge on the Philofephers is abfolutely 
Julſe. 

The Logie of this incomparable Period ſtands thus: 

1. Firſt I talk ambiguoufly, BECAUSE it is in his Power to mif- 
derftand me; for in the prefent Cafe (fays he) if we underfland, &c. 
not becauſe of any thing I myfelf faid, or omitted to fay. For 
when I aſſerted what he here lays to my Charge, I had added, 
that the Philofaphers preached the Doctrine of a future State of Re- 
wards and Puniſbments to the Pecple, while themfelves believed the 
contrary; and repeated it fo often over, that this Writer him- 
felf, who accufes me of exprefing myſelf ambiguoufy, confeſſes. 

in the very Attempt to prove his Accufation, that he knows my 
Meaning. But if we underfland it (fays he) As HE INTENDS WE 
SHOULD „ , 

2. Secondly, I talk ambiguoufly, Because, in his Senſe of the 
Words, they are true, in mine, not true. 

Thefe are fuch Diſcoveries in the Art of Reaſoning, that I 
could almoft with the Author would add a Chapter of Ambi- 
guities to our common Logics. A thing, I'll aſſure him, very much: 
wanted. * 

In his ſeventeenth Page we have theſe Words, Notwithfanding 
which [ viz. the double - doctrine], she Defign and End of the Pbi- 
lofophers in both, was flill in general the fame, that is, to improve 
Mankind as much as they would bear; and the Doétrines in Sube 
fiance and at the bottom were all along one and the fame; Just as 

true 
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true Chriftianity MAY Now BE, though in Jome Countries fearce dif: 
csonti, b. ing overwhelmed with Legends, falfe Miracles, Image- 
wfhip, and all the Trumpery of Popifo Superſtition. 

Here's a Period, let me tell you, that has no weak Side of Sen/e, 
but is impenetrable all round. Does he mean that the external 
and internal Doétrines of the Philofophers were in general the 
fame, juf as pure Chriftianity, and corrupt Chriftianity over- 
whelmed with Legends, falfe Miracles, Imaze-worfbip, and all the 
Trumpery of Popifo Superfition, are in general the fame? Or does 
he mean that the external and internal Doétrines of the Philofo- 
phers were both to improve Mankind as much as they could bear, 
Juſ as pure Chriftianity, and corrupt Chriftianity overwhelmed with 
Legends, falfe Miracles, Image- worſbip, and all the Trumpery of 
Popifo Superſtition, are both to impfove Mankind as much as 
they can bear? Or laſtly, which perhaps fhould have been 
atked firſt, had he any Meaning at all? However it is every Way 
fo profound, that I ſhould advife him to add a Chapter of Compariſons 
to his Chapter of Ambiguities, that the one may furnith us with 
Examples to fit his Rules in the other. This ſhall fuffice at prefent 
for a Specimen of his Art of Reaſoning. 

Let us tum to his Literature, and fee firt how he manages his 
Latin Tranflations. 

He gives us the following Quotation from Ælian’s Various Hif- 
tory : Ita vero etiam Socratem non explicite diſſerere; fi quis autem 
eas Differtationes CONVERTAT, planifimas efe; and tranflates it 
thus: Socrates ufed to talk ambiguouſiy ; but if any one turns and 
517 Ts bis Difcourfes wit ATTENTION, they will appear mof plain 
and eaſy +. . 

The Reader will feek to no Purpoſe in the Latin for Afis with 
Attention; but this was the Paraphrafe of a Word he did not un- 
derftand, convertat, sobu, uſed by the Author in allufion to its 

literal, not figurative Senfe. lian had juft before told a Story of 
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one, a Connoiffeur like our Advocate, who would needs have a Horfe 
painted rolling on his Back. The Artift brought him a running 
Horfe; which not contenting him, the other put it into the Pof- 
ture required, by turning the Picture upfide down. Turn Socrates 
thus, fays Ælian, and you have his true Meaning. That is, un- 
derfland him by Contraries. And this Rule was given with Judg- 
ment. For Socrates being perpetually ironical, take him in the re- 
verfe, and he is in his right Senfes. But our Advocate knew as 
little of Socrates's Character as of his Tranflator’s Latin. Paufo- 
“s nem enim Piclorem, quum audivifet a quodam, ut volutantem fe 
“6 equum pingeret, currentem eum pinxiſſe. Quum igitur is qui tabulam 
<s pingendam locdrat, indignaretur, tanquam contra pacium ille pinx- 
“ iffet, rofpondiffe Pictarem, VERTE [3r sepor) Tabulam, & ita volu- 
< tans tibi efo Equus, qui nunc off currens. Ita vero etiam Socratem 
“© non explicitè differere; fi quis autem eas Differtationes CONVERTAT 
“ [spies] planifimas efe Let us now fee how ably he acquits 
himfelf of his Original Writers. 

He brings a Paflage from Macrobius in thefe Words, Si quid de 
his afignare conantur, que non fermonem tantummodo, fed cogitationem 
quoque humenam fuperant, ad fimilitudines & exempla confugiunt.—Sic 
ipfa Myfteria figurarum cuniculis operiuntur ; ne vel hac adeptis nuda 
rerum talium fe Natura præbeat; fed Summatibus tantum Viris Sapi- 
entla Interprete veri Arcani conſciis; contenti fint Reliqui ad veneratio- 
nem figuris defendentibus a vilitate fecretum, 1. Macrob. 2. Ed. Lond, 
1694. Which he tranflates thus, To THE SAME Purpose Macro- 
s bius, {peaking of God and Nature,” fays, The Philofophers when 
<s they treated of fuch Subjects as were beyond all our Words, and ex- 
ceeded even our Thoughts, they. bad Recourfe to Similies and Allufions. 
Fox THAT THESE THINGS WERE AS MYSTERIES, WHICH THE 
WISE ONLY WERE CAPABLE OF RECEIVING; but that others 
Joould be content WITH AN AWFUL VENERATION for them under the 
Veil of Figures and Allegories, LEST THEY SHOULD BE DESPISED *. 
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This comes of Freetkinking, and leaving his School-dooks to the 
Cergy: who owe him a Shame for that contemptuous Donation *. 

1. We fee here, he makes the Words, Si quid de bis aſſgnare co- 
nantur, to confugiunt, to relate to the double Docfrine of the Philofo- 
phers, as is evident by this Introduction, To the fame Purpofe Ma- 
crobius. To what Purpofe, I befeech you? Why, to the Purpofe 
of Burnet s Words immediately preceding, which exprefsly treat of 
the Nature of the twofold Docirine of the Ancients. But who but a 
Freethinker would not have found that thefe of Macrobius relate to 
a quite different thing? namely, the Inability of expreffing ſpiritual 
and abftra&t Ideas any otherwife than by Words conveying ſenſible 
and material Images. Not, like the external Doctrine, a Matter of 
Choice, but Necefity ; a Neceffity arifing from the Nature of Things. 
A Way of {peaking the Philofophers could not avoid, even when 
conveying their internal Doffrine to their Adepts. But now the 
Reader will be apt to afk, If this be fo, as is evident even from 
the Words themfelves, what muft we do with the reft of the Paf- 
fage, beginning at Sic ipfa Myfleria which does indeed relate to 
the double Doéfrine; for it gives a Reafon why Men have Recourfe to 
Smilies and Allufions, a Reaſon founded in the Nature and Expe- 
diency of the double Doctrine? What ſhall I fay? that our Advo- 
cate has wilfully murdered and difmembered poor Macrobius ? or, 
that it was mere Chance-medley ? Let the Reader determine. It 
is fufficient he be made to know, that the latter Part of the Quo- 
tation, beginning at Sic ipfa Myferia, has no other Relation to the 
former Part, beginning at Si guid de bis afignare, than is between 
two Things fet in direct Oppofition to one another. 

2. Macrobius had obferved, that the Philofophers did not admit 
the fabulous in all their Difputations ; but in thofe only which re- 
lated to the Soul, the Heaventy Bopiges, and the HERO-Gops. 
On the contrary, when they difcourfed of the Firſt Cauf, and the 
Mind proceeding from him, that then every thing was delivered 
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agreeably to ftri& Truth Sciendum ef tamen non in omnem Dif- 
t putationem Pbilęſapbos admittere fabulofa vel licita», fed bis nti 
ic filent, cum vel de anima, vel de Æriis, ÆTHERIISVE POTES- 
“ TATIBUS, vel de CETERIS Dis loguuntur. Ceterum cum ad fume 
“mum & principen Omnium Deum, qui apud Gracos +’ ayab gui 
% wparey «itoy nuncupatur, tractatus fe audet attollere; vel ad Men- 
st tem, quam Graci vin appellant, Originales rerum fpecies, quæ iia 
ss dictæ Junt, continentem, ex fummo natam & profeclam Deo: Cuin 
4 de bis, inguam, loguuntur, Summo Deo & Mente, nibil fabulofum 
se penitus attingunt.” But then he immediately fubjoins, in the 
Words in Queftion, that, though here they fpoke nothing but the 
Truth, yet, by Reafon of the high Abſtraction and ſpiritual Nature 
of the Subject, they were unavoidably at a lofs for adequate Ex- 
preſſions, and therefore obliged to {peak figuratively, that is, make 
ufe of fenfible and material Images. SED sI QYID DE HIS ASSIG- 
NARE CONANTUR, QU& NON SERMONEM TANTUMMODO, SED 
COGITATIONEM QUOQUE HUMANAM SUPERANT, AD SIMILITUDI- 
NES ET EXEMPLA CONFUGIUNT,. 

When Macrobius had faid this, and illuftrated the laft Obferva- 
tion by an Example from Plato, he goes on to the other Part of 
his Subject, namely, to tell us how the Philofophers managed when 
they treated of the other Gods and the Soul; then (he fays) they 
admitted of the fabulous; not childifhly, or to pleafe a wanton 
Imagination, but becaufe they knew that expofing Nature, naked as 
fhe was, would be greatly injurious to her. Who, as the with- 
draws herfelf from the Knowledge of the Vulgar by her various 
Covering and Difguife of Forms, fo it is her Pleaſure that the 


All the old Editions had thefe Words wel licita: the more modera, not knowing 
what to make of them, fairly funk them. Grosowixs takes notice of the Fraud, and 
reftores them to their Place, but in order finally to degrade them on a fair Hearing. 
He fays they are corrupt, and ſhould be read wel faa. But licita is the genuine Word, 
which this Critic would have feen, had he apprehended that it fignified thofe rheological 
Fables allowed of by public Authority, So that fabulefa vel licita fignify either fuch Fables as 
the Philefephers themfelves invented, or fuch as they borrowed from the popular Belitf. 
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Philofophers fhould handle her Secrets in Fable and-Allegory.— 
* De Diis autem, ut dixi, ceteris, & de Anima non fraftra fe, nec 
* ut oblectent, ad Fabulofa convertunt; fed quia fciunt Inimicam 
* efle Nature apertam nudamque expofitionem fui: qua ficut vul- 
4 garibus Hominum fenfibus intellectuni fui vario rerum TEGMINE 
‘t OPERIMENTOQYE ſubtraxit; ita a prudentibus Arcana fua voluit 
* per Fabuloſa tractari.—— Then follow the reft of the Words, 
which thould be tranflated thus: So the Myfleries themfelves are bid 
under the Deceits of figurative Reprefentations, left the naked Truth 
Srould obtrude itfelf even on the Initiated. But while the Greate 
Men, with Wifiom for their Guide, are conſcious of the true Secret; 
the refl may be well content with Juch Reprefentations as ſecure the dig- 
nity of the Secret, and are contrived to excite their Veneration. Sic 
tesa MYSTERIA Ficurakum CunicuLis oPERIUNTUR, NE VEL 
HEC ADEPTIS NUDA RERUM TALIUM se NATURA PREBEAT : 
SED SUMMATIBUS TANTUM VIRIS, SAPIENTIA INTERPRETE, 
VERI ARCANI CONSCIIS, CONTENTI SINT RELIQUI AD VENR- 
RATIONEM FIGURIS DEFENDENTIBUS A VILITATE SECRETUM.. 
The Reader now fees that 1618 Period, and the other, beginning 
with Si guid de Lis afignare, which our Advocate had tacked to it, 
are fo far from belonging to one another, that the firft defcribes 
the unavoidable Condition that attends the fpeaking Truth; the 
other the Advantages that may be reaped from fing. But as ill as 
he underftood the Original, his own bad Tranflation, methinks, 
might have informed him, that the two Parts of the Quotation 
would have nothing to do with one another, they are fo full of 
Contradiction. The firft Part fays, the high Subjects there ſpoken 
of are beyond all our Words, and exceed even our Thoughts. The fe- 
cond Part fays no fuch Matter, the wife are capable of receiving them. 
For the ,, they muft do as they can; be content with, I do not 
know what, an awful Veneration, &c. But more of this Matter 
prefently. 
3. For I have not yet done with this wondrous Advocate of old 
Philofophy. We have feen how he has acquitted himſelf as to the 
general 
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general Purport of the Quotation: Let us now fee whether he be 
equally happy in the Senfe he gives of the Words and Phrafes. 

The learned Reader perceives, that the Words laft quoted, Sie 
ipfa Myſteria, Be. are an Illuſtration and Inforcement, taken from 
the Practice of the Myferies, of the foregoing Obfervation, that it 
was commendable to hide fome things under Fables. How does our 
Advocate tranflate Sic ipſa Myferia? Thus, For THese THINGS 
WERE As MrsrzRIES. So, from an Hluſtration he makes it an Ia- 
tion: And Myfteria, the Rites fo called, he degrades to a fimple Se- 
cret. SIC FOR —Ipsa THESE THINGS—MYSsTERIA WERE A9 
MYSsTER1£S.——A hopeful Scholar! He had Reafon to upbraid us 
with the Memory of our School-books *. Well, but what are thefe 
things that are fo like NMyferies? Why, even by his own Aocount, 
attract Ideas exprefed in metaphorical Terms. According to this, 
the Dictionary ſhould be the moft myferious Book in the World: 
And fo, I fuppofe, our Freethinker found it: And having a natural 
Averfion to Myferies, he turned himſelf to Studies of quite another 
Nature +. 

The next Words, Fgurarum Cuniculis operiuntur, he has paſſed 
over untranſlated, and with good Reafon. For as they allude to the 
Shew's of the Myfteries repreſented in ſubterraneous Places, he could 
have no kind of Conception of them. The next—ne vel hac Adeptis 
nuda rerum talium fe Natura prebeat, undergo the fame Neglect; 
and on the fame Account. He knew not what to make of Adeptis, 
the Initiated; and he thought too it contradiéted 

The next—Sed Summatibus tantum Viris, Sapientia Interprete, veri 
Arcani conſciit. Here he breaks Silence, and, on my Word, to the 
Purpofe, wHICH THE WISE ONLY WERE CAPABLE OF RECEIVING. 
Sapientia Interprete, the Wife only are capable of receiving. Note 
withftanding the Difference of Number, it is plain he thought 
Sapientia Interprete was put in Appoſition to Summatibus Viris. Ue 
did not fee the Conftruction was Summatibus Viris veri Arcani con- 


* Ses p. v. of his Preface, ＋ P. viii. of the Preface.. 
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Satis, Sapientid Interprete, nor that the Sapientia Interpres alluded to 
the Ilieropbant of the Muferies, who explained the Secret to the 
molt capable of the Initiated, the Summatibus Viris; by which 
Afacrobius meant Heroes, Princes, Legiſlators, in Allufion to their 
old PraXice, of feeking Initiation into the greater Myfteries . And 
thofe he had diftinguithed from the reft of the initiated, by the 
foregoing Words, ne vel bec Adeptis nuda rerum talium fe Natura 
præbeut. 

The concluding Words are, Contenti fint Reliqui ad Venerationem 
Figuris defendentibus a Vilitate Secretum, which he tranflates, but 
that others ſbould be content WITH AN AWFUL VENERATION FOR 
THEM, under the Veil of Figures and Allegories, LEST THEY SHOULD 
BE DESPISED. What is meant by a Worjbipper’s being content with 
an awful Veneration 1 do not underſtand: Much leſs his being con- 
tent with an awful Veneration, left the things venerated fhould be 
defpifed. The Object worſbipped indeed may be well enough faid 
to be content with an awful Veneration, lef, if it ſhould be unreafon- 
able, and expect more, it might come to be defpifed. But, as our 
profound Tranſlator well obferves, Thefe Things are as Myferies, 
and fo we will leave them. However, the learned Reader fees he 
took contenti fint Reliqui ad Venerationem Figuris, to be the fame as 
contenti fint Reliqui veneratione Figurarum, whereas it is equivalent 
to contenti fint Reliqui Figuris ad Venerationem excogitatis ; and ſhould 
be tranflated thus: The refl may be well content with Juch Repreſen 
tations as fecure the Dignity of the Secret, and are contrived to excite 
their Veneration. What muft we think of our Advocate? Does 
not he come well inftruéted in his Caufe? Which thall we admire 
moft; his Modefty, his Learning, or his Good Faith? But his 
Tranflations, of which his Book is almoft all made up, abound with 
thefe Beauties; I fhall therefore referve the Examination of them 
for a Work by itfelf, and leave him at prefent, 


With all bis bluſbing Honours thick upon bim. 


Divine Legation, Vol. I. p. 243. 
V. Our 
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Our Advocate goes on to the ſecond of the Arguments, which, 
in bis Apprebenfion, affe&s the preſent Queftion: namely, that the 
Philofophers beld fome fundamental Principles, which were altogether 
inconfiftent with the Doctrine cf future Rewards and Punifbments. Of 
thefe he tells us, and, indeed, tells us fairly, that the fir was, that 
God could neither be angry nor burt any one. The fecond, that the 
Soul was a difeerped Part of the Whole, and that this whole was God, 
into whom it was again to be refolved*. 

Thefe he undertakes to examine in their Order. 

From the frf, that God could not be angry nor hurt any one, I 
drew this Conclufion, that they could not believe a future State of 
Rewards and Punifhments. Which I endeavoured to fupport from 
a Paflage in Tully's Offices to this Effect. The Writer is commend- 
ing Regulus for keeping his Oath. But (fays he) it may be object- 
ed, what is there inan Oath? ‘The Violator need not fear the 
Puniſhment of Heaven, for 4/ the Philoſophers hold tbat God 
cannot be angry nor burt any cne. To this Tully replies, and owns 
that indeed it was a Confequence of the general Opinion of God's 
not being angry, that the perjured Man had nothing to fear from 
the divine Vengeance. But then it was not this Fear, which was 
indeed nothing, but Juftice and good Faith which made the real 
Sanction, or moral Obligation of an Oath. ‘* Quid eft igitur, dixe- 
e erit quis, in Jurejurando? Num iratum timemus Jovem? At 
„hoc quidem commune eft omnium Philofophorum, numquam nec 
«s jrafci Deum, nec nocere Hæc quidem Ratio non magis contra 
% Regulum quam contra omne Jusjurandum valet: fed in Jureju- 
« rando non qui Metus, fed qua Vis fit, debet intelligi, Eft enim 
4 Jusjurandum Affirmatio religiofa. Quod autem affirmate, quafi 
Deo Tefte, promiferis, id tenendum eft: jam enim non ad. 
“ Iram Deorum, que nulla eft; fed ad Juſtitiam & ad Fidems 
6 pertinet +.” 


p. 47. t De Ofc. l. 3. C. 28, 29. 
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1. Now what fays our Advocate to this? Upon the whole of 
this Autkority (he fays) I think it appears that the Onyector rightly 
cited an Opinion of the Philofopbers, but, miftaking the true Mean- 
ing, drew a wrong Conclufion from it. Tully, NOT TROUBLING 
HIMSELF TO CONFUTE OR SET HIM RIGHT, goes on with his Purpaſe, 
and proves the intrinfie Sacrednefs and Obligation of an Oath, without 
regarding tke Circumflances of Hope or Fear . What an Idea has he 
here given us of this great Reafoner! Tully thinks an Objector 
worth taking notice of, and yet WILL NOT TROUBLE HIMSELF TO 
CONFUTE nit. Without doubt our Advocate here compared Tully 
to himſelf for reafoning ; as before he had compared himfelf to 
Chief Juftice Hale for Greek. And becaufe he can write books 
againſt an Objector + without troubling bimfelf to confute bim, he 
thought Tully might do fo too. But the beft of the Story is, that 
this Obje@or proves to be Tully's own felf: Dixerit quis, a Man 
might perbaps objett (fays he). And fure Tully did not miflake the 
true meaning of a common Opinion. And as fora voluntary Slip, it 
was not His Way, as it is this Author’s, to make Blunders, and 
pafs them off for other Men's, with a dixerit aliquis, But it feems, 
Tully not only miſtool the true Meaning, but drew a wrong Conclu- 
fin from it. This is hard. And, harder ftill, he had not the 
Patience to ſtay and fet himſelf right. But ſure, if he had all this 
Leifure to difcredit his own Judgment, by inventing wrong Mean- 
ings, and drawing worfe Conclufions, he would have found time 
to reftore himfelf to his Reader’s Opinion by confuting them. But 
then, whether the Objection was Tully's or another Man's, what a 
low Opinion muft Tully have, in the mean time, of the Importance 
of a Future State to Society, if, in a Book of Offices, he would not 
trouble bimſelf to confute or fet an Objector right, whom he had 
brought in with a miſtaken Argument that overturned it? There 
is indeed a Time when a ferious Writer would not trouble bimfelf to 
confute or fet aWrangler right. And it is fuch an one as this, where 


P. 49. + See his Title-page, 
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the Perverfity is fo great, as to become an Infult upon every Reader's 
Underftanding. 

2. But his Zranflation is in all reſpects as curious as his Comment. 
It follows in theſe Words: But Jome one might object and fiy, that 
Regulus need be under no Apprebenſion from the Breach of bis Oath, of 
his being punifbed by the Gods, fince it is a WELL KNOWN SAYING 
among ft Pbilofopbers, That God cannot be angry. . Tully, in anſwer 
to this, fays” that this might be a Reafon not only againft Regu- 
lus, but againft all Oaths bal ſeever; for (fays he) in fwearing it is 
not the Fear of Punifbment, but the Ervicacy and IMPORTANCE 
of it, which is to be regarded; for an Oath is a religious Affirmation 
made in the Prefence of God, and as fuch ought to be folemnly obferved. 
To conclude then, it is not the Anger of the Gods, which is NoTHING 
(in THE PRESENT Case] but Juſtice and Good Faith which is (im- 
MEDI ATELY | fo be RESPECTED *. 

Hoc quidem commune ef omnium Philofophorum, fays Tully. It 
is a WELL-KNOWN SAYING AMONGST the Philofopbers, fays his 
Tranflator, inftead of, this is a Tenet common to all the Philofophers, 
commune Dogma, Decretum. 

In Jurejurando (iays Tully) non qui Metus, fed que Vis fit debet 
intelligi, In fwearing (fays his Tranflator) it is not the Fear of 
Puniſoment, but the Erricacy and ImporTANCE of it which is to 
be regarded. The pretended Objector obferving that the People 
were chiefly influenced, in their Oaths, by the Fear of Divine 
Puniſhment, argues againſt the Eficacy of Oaths in this Manner. 
All the Philofophers (fays he) hold that God cannot be angry, 
therefore he cannot punith; confequently Oaths will have no Efi- 
cacy, or there will be nothing in an Oath. To this Tully gives a 
plain Anfwer. The Efficacy of an Oath (fays he) is not to be mea- 
fured by the Degree of Fear that attends the taking it, but by the 
moral Obligation of keeping it, that is, by its proper Sauclion. In 
Furejurando non qui Metus, fed qua Vis fit debet intelligi, Literally, 


P. 48, 49 
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in Fees ing it ought to be confidered, not what Fear attends it, but 
ebur Sanction it bath, And then thews, this Sanction to be good 
Faith. All here is clofe and well argued. Let us now hear how 
his Tranflator makes him reaſon. An Oath (fays the Objector) is 
of no Erricacy [guid of in Furejurando?] becaufe Fear is no 
more. Oh, replies Tully, it is not Fear, but the Erricacy and 
IMPORTANCE of an Oath that is to be regarded. Admirably con- 
cluded. And had Telly reafoned thus, I ſhould have believed he 
had forget bis Greek too, and turned bimfelf to Studies of quite another 
Nature. 

But the Flower of Tranflations is the following: Tully; Fam 
enim non ad Iram Deorum, Qua NULLA EST. His Tranflator; To 
conclude then, it is not the Anger of the Gods, which is NoTHING [ix 
THE PRESENT CASE) Que nulla of! Here he believed in good 
earneft that gue nulla of was equivalent to gua nihil ad rem pertinet: 
and fo it may be, for ought I know, in his Law-Latin, but in 
Cicero’s, it fignifies the fame as qué vana & commentitia efl. 
Tully; fed ad Jufitiam & ad Fidem pertinet. His Tranflator ; 
but Juſtice and Good Faith which is [IMMEDIATELY] to be RE- 
tPECTED. Pertinet, immediately to be reſpected. He could not find 
the Nominative Cafe to his Verb, and fo took pertinet to be the im- 
perfonal. But another time let him remember it is governed of 1D. 
Jim enim [id quod promiſerit] non ad Iram Deorum, que nulla ef, 
ſed ad Juſtitiam & ad Fidem pertinet. Literally thus, For now 
what you have promifed relates not to the Anger of the Gods, which 
is indeed no Anger, but to Fuftice and Good Faith. This concludes 
the Argument very logically. But our Advocate fays, Jufice and 
good Faith is IMMEDIATELY to be reſpected: Which vitiates the 
whole Reafoning. Firft, as thefe Words do not imply the Sanction, 
the very thing Tully is here fixing. Secondly, as they do imply 
that fomething elfe was to be reſpected, the very thing Tully is here 
oppofing. 

Is not this an able Intepreter of his old Philofophers? Yet the 
poor Man did his beft; and, without doubt, laboured hard. With 

: what 
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what Gravity docs he introduce this Subject! Frem the firft ¶ Prin · 
ciple) shat God could not be angry nor burt any one, be (Mc. W.) draws 
a Conclufion, that they could believe no future State, Sc. which be 
endeavours to fupport by a Paſſage in Tully, the rave Sense of 
which, when CONSIDERED, will not, as I apprehend, anfwer bis 


Purpeſe. 
VI. 


But he will ſtill go on: To hew (fays he) that the Ancienti did 
not draw the fame Conclufion from this Opinion of the Philafophers, as 
the Objeftor in Tully. or Mr. Warburton, it appears in many places 
that they believed What? that the Gons actually puniſbed this 
very Crime, and that Men incurred their Anger and Difpleafure by 
committing itt. And fo fay I too. Nay more, I ſhew at large f 
the Confiftency of this Belief, that the Gods puniſhed, with that 
other, that the one God did not. And yet to eſtabliſn this important 
Point he brings two Witneſſes, Cornelius Nepos and Xenophon. 

But, as if confcious of the Impertinence, he talks more to the 
Purpofe in what follows. And that Mr. Warburton’s Diflinction 
between the Anger of Demons and that of the Supreme Being may have 
no Place here, it may be necgſſary to foew by a Paſſage or two, that, 
as to the Effeéis, the fame is afferted of the Supreme Gop §. This 
is faying fomething. But now to his Evidence. The firft he pro- 
duces are three Poets. FIefiod (fays he) tells us, that be who peaks 
the Truth in public, will be rewarded by all-feeing Jove; but he who 
Sorfwears bimfelf is irreparably lof, and bis Pofterity ſball come to 
nothing, but the Generation of the Juf ſball flouriſo. And Phocylides, 
Forfwear not thyfelf either inadvertently or knowingly, for the immortal 
God bateth a falfe Oath; and others bave pole to the fame Purpof ||, 
for which he quotes 4 Iliad. 167. 


* P. 47, 48. + P. 50. T Divine Legat. vol. II. p.85, & feq. · 
§ P. 52. P. 525 53. 
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1. Let us attend to the Queftion. It is, Whether the Greek Ph 
hofoplers believed the One Supreme Gad puniſhed and rewarded? And 
tor the Proof of the Affirmative, lie brings us three Greek Poets. But 
this is not the worſt: 

2. Two of theſe Poets do not fo much as ſpeak of the Supreme 
Being, but of the falie Idol Gods of the People. Homer and Hefod 
exprefly call the God, they here {peak of as the Rewarder and Pu- 
nither of true and falfe Swearers, ZETE KPONIAHE, Jupiter Satur- 
nius, Now it will be News, I fuppofe, to this Writer, that Jupiter 
Saturnius was not the One Supreme Being, but Jupiter the Son of Sa- 
turn, an Idol -Deity, though fet at the Head of the College. 

The other Greek Poet is, if poffible, ftill lefs to his Purpofe. For 
he happens to be no Heathen at all; indeed not fo honeft a Man : 
but a falfe Chriftian, the Difgrace of our holy Religion, who would 
put himfelf on the World for old Phocylides the Milefian, contem- 
porary with Técognis. But the Impoſture hath been detected by 
Critics of the firft Order, fuch as Fofeph Scaliger. Ger. and If Vof- 

fius, D. Heinjius, Iluetius, Reifkius, Barthius, Taubman, &c. To 
the abundant Arguments they have produced, we may add this very 
Expreſſion, cited by my Adverfary, Yevdoguov ceuyics Orcs de. 

3. But had thefe Poets been Philgſopbers, and their Idol Gods, 
the Supreme, who, unlefs it was our Advocate, would not have 
feen that, in popular Writings, they muft needs talk popu- 
larly, and keep an ¢foteric Opinion, fo deſtructive of Society, to 
themfelves ? 

But he comes yet clofer to the Point. And PLATO fays, Gon 
will execute Vengeance on him, who, flighting the awful Majefly of bis 
Divine Power, foall at any time forfwear bimfelf*. He hath given 
us a Philofopher at laft we fee; but to underſtand with what Judg- 
ment, we muft again ftate the Queftion. 

1. Which is, whether the Greek Philofophers BELIEVED that 
the Supreme God puniſhed and rewarded.. Now our Advocate hath 


P. 52, 53. 
owned, 
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ewned, and, what is more, hath proved that the Philofophers had 
a two-fold Doétrine, an internal and an external; that the one 
contained Matter of Belief, the other of Utility. I have proved (to 
which our Advocate hath faid nothing) that the Philofophers di- 
vided their Writings into two Claſſes, the exoteric and ¢foteric ; and 
that this very Book of Plato, intituled, Of Laws, from whence 
he hath taken the Paflage above, was of the exoteric kind. Yet for 
all this, he can without bluſhing, or, perhaps, without knowing 
why he thould bluſh, quote the Book of Laws, for Plato's real Sen- 
timents, in contradiction to what Tulſy and Laéantius tell us was 
Part of the efoteric Doctrine of all the Philofophers. The impar- 
tial Reader with hardly reflect on this without fome Sort of Pity or 
Indignation. But what will he fay when I tell him that this 
Fallacy, with others as grofs, that have been and fhall be taken 
notice of in their Place, run through every Page of his Performance ? 

2. But we have not yet done with this Quotation from Plata, 
It is doomed to undergo a ftill greater Diſgrace. In an evil Hour 
did our Advocate forget his Greek, unconfcious that Fate and Free- 
thinking had decreed to raite him up, in Spite of Nature, for the 
Preparer of the Way to pure Pagan Philofophy, with his 


—Petite binc, Fuvenefque, Senefque, 
Finem animo certum miſeriſgue viatica canis *. 


For here Serranus hath given him a terrible guid pro quo; which he 
hath innocently fwallowed. This Tranflator makes Plato fay Devs 
illum Odio profequitur, qui Sacrosancta Divinr Numinis Autbo- 
ritate neglecta falfum Juramentum dicit f. But Plato fays no fuch 
thing. He {peaks of the Gons, in the pural, fuch as the People 
worfhipped. The whole Paſſage is in thefe Words: Let no Man, cbc 
be invokes the Gons for his Truth, mix any thing of Falfoood, Fraud, 
or Infincerity, either in bis Word or Deed; unlefs be chuſes to become 


The Motto to his Title-page. + Plat. 917, 2. Ed. Serr. 
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mof hateful to the Gods, As in the Sirf Place is he, who, without any 
R. verence to the Gons, ſerears falfely: And in the fecond Place, be, 
who lies b-fore bis Betters. 1530. pnns n pend’ arary, ni ri 
aisha, yin@ immadepnG. OEQN, pire Acye Hirt loys weaken, d 
pH Neige. [Diis infenfifimus, fays Serranus rightly here] irida 
pirar SrO F iow d dr Genus curds Pauler perder Gorey SEN · Zure- 
es. I, ôs àr hace rv K gerd atts Yevda Had our Advocate 
had the leaſt Tafte of Antiquity, he might have feen, from the 
concluding Period, with what Spirit the whole was written. With 
no other fure than to inſtruct the People in their Devoirs to Society. 
A likely Place to find any of Plato's efoteric DoStrines. 

But if one confiders the whole Evidence together, one would 
wonder how it could ever enter ferioufly into the Head of one, 
whofe Profeffion (if it taught him any thing) taught him to judge 
of the Nature of Evidence, that Poets writing to the People, and 
{peaking their Language, or a Poetical Philgſapber writing a Popular 
book of Laws to keep them in Order, fhould ever talk to a Heathen 
Commonalty of the only One God. 


VII. 

But he is wifer in what follows. The next Authority (fays he) 
Mr. Warburton brings to ſtrengtben bis Conclufion is from Lactantius, 
which he calls an illuftrious Inftance; but on reading, it turns out 
fo low and infipid, THAT IT 18 KOT WORTH CONSIDERING *, 
Indeed, fo fhort! How happy had it been for him had he paſſed 
the fame Judgment on all the ret! The Argument from Laétan- 
tius ftood thus: That eloquent Writer, in defending Cérif- 
tianity, found nothing fo much oppofed the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture Judgment, as a prevailing Principle common to all the Phi- 
lofophers, that God could not be angry. He therefore com- 
poled his Difcourfe, intituled, De Ira Dei, to combat this follow- 
ing Syllogifm : 


* P, 53. 
If 
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If God hath no Affections of Love or Hatred, Fondnefs or Anger, 
he cannot reward or punith. 

But he hath no Affections, &e. 

Therefore, &e. 


A modern Advocate of Religion would certainly have denied the 
majer, but that was a Principle which Lactantius exprefly tells us 
was received by all Parties. He therefore turns his whole Difcourfe 
againſt the minor; and endeavours to prove that God hath thefe 
Affe&tions. Nor does he at all mince the Matter. For he tells us 
there are in God, as in Man, the Paffions of Love and Hatred: And, 
to make all fure, contends for God’s having an human Form. Now 
the Inference I drew from it was this, that, as Lodfantius was ad- 
mirably well fkilled in all Pagan Philofophy, he could not miftake 
a Principle which all the Philofophers held, nor a Confequence 
which they all drew from it. The Principle was, that the Supreme 
God had no Affections; and the Coꝝſeguence, that he could neither 
reward nor punifh. Therefore this Principle and this Confequence were 
held by ALL, the Point to be proved. It was on this Account, 
that 1 called the Cafe of Lactantius an illuftrious one. Our Advo- 
cate ſays tis low and infipid, and not worth confidering. Utri creditis, 
Quirites ? ; 

But I commended him too foon, He won't let the Matter reft 
when ’tis well: See then what comes of it. 

He tells the Reader, that I myfelf fay Lactantius knew little of 
Chriftianity . Egregious Advocate! muft not this be the very Cauſe 
(if there were any Cauſe at all) of thofe Philofophic Prejudices, which 
fo fatally difpofed him to attack the minor rather than the major? 
That be fell into many Errors +. Could it be otherwife while he op- 
poſed the minor ?——That bis Treatife was obſcure f. Muſt it not 
needs be fo, when his Oppofition to the minor led him to main- 


* P. 53. + Ibid, 3 Ibid. 
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tain, that there is in God, as in Man, the Paffions of Love and 
Hatred ?—— Ind frrongly contended that God had a human Form . 
Was not this Extravagance a full Proof that the Connexion between 
the Principle (of God's having no Paſſions) and the Conſeguence (that 
he could neither punith nor reward) was fo univerfally held that 
he could find no Way to break through; but was forced to evade it, 
by aflerting God had Paffions? For which to provide a proper 
Subject, he thought fit to give him a human Form likewiſe.— Al 
then (fays our Advocate) that appears from this illuffrious Inflance is, 
that Lactantius grofly miflook this fine Sentiment of the Philofophers +. 
Docs he know whom he talks of? Why, this Laantius was a 
Philof-pher himfelf; not like that canting Tribe of Dunces, Por- 
pry, Yamblichus, &c. who firt brought their Fanaticiſm into 
the Schools of Philofophy, which fo foon after, and fo fatally, in- 
fe€ted the Church of Chrif; but one whom the greateft Monarch 
of the World made choice of for the Governor of his Son. He was 
a Lawyer too, and his Critics fay, a happy Emulator of the Elo- 
quence of Cicero. Vet our Advocate believes in good earneft, that 
be grofly miftook this fine Sentiment of the Philofopbers. Alas! What 
he miflook were the fine Sentiments of Chrifianity; and this in too 
warm a Zeal for overturning thofe of Pédilofphy, which he undere 
ftood but too well. And in combating with it fell into a Puddle of 
Soul Abfurdities $. Who told him fo? Doctors differ. St. Ferom 
calls this Tract De Ira Dei, pulcherrimum Opus. Which had our 
Advocate known, without doubt, he had oppofed the Judgment 
of a Father of the Church to mine. For, to fay the Truth, I am 
anſwerable for all the Freedoms he here takes with Lactantius; what 
he knew of the De Ira Dei being only from The Divine Legation. 
But I produce the Authority of Ferom, who differs fo much from 
my Sentiments of the Traét, to thew the Reader that Lactantius's 
Manner of fupporting a future Judgment againſt the Philofophers, 


„7. 53. + P. 54 1 wid. 
was 
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was the approved Defence of the learned Chriftians of that time. 
Confequently Lactantius did not grofly miflake this rix Sentiment of 
the Philcfopbers. 


s VIII. 


But this Principle ſeems fated to difgrace him; fo that he can’t 
for his Life let it alone. He goes on therefore in thefe Words: 
To clear this Matter more fully, it may now be proper to confider ihe 
Principce itfelf, which, as Mr. Warburton fays, greatly embarraſſed 
Antiquity; becaufe the Ancients, fays be, could not diſtinguiſb between 
buman Paffions and the divine Attributes of Juftice and Goodnefs, p. 
393 *. But I hope to make it appear, that the Ancients were not all 
embarraffed ; and that they dliſtinguiſbed in this Particular, juft in the 
Jame Manner as we do now +. 

He tells the Reader, I fay the Pxixcir LE greatly embarrafed An- 
tiquity, and refers to page 393°. Let the Reader then hear me ſpeak. 
% We fee Tully owns the Confequence of this univerfal Principle.— 
„A modern Reader, full of the Philofophic Ideas of thefe late 
4 Ages, will be furprifed, perhaps, to be told, THAT THis CoN- 
tt SEQUENCE GREATLY EMBARRASSED ANTIQUITY ; when he can 
4 fo eafily evade it, by diftinguifhing between human Paſſions and 
* the divine Attributes of Juftice and Goodnefs, on which alone 
s the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments is in- 
*¢ vincibly eſtabliſned. But the Ancients had no fuch precife Ideas 
< of the Divine Nature. They knew not how to fever Anger from 
46 its Juftice, nor Fondnefs from its Goodnefs.”—-—-He charges me 
with faying tlie PRINCIPLE greatly embarraſſed Antiquity: and I fay 
the Conszavence from that Principle greatly embarraffed Antiquity. 
What are we to think of this? That it was done with Defign? 
Alas! No. The poor Man knew no Difference between Principles 
and Confequences, Premiſſes and Concluſions. Or if he had any 
Meaning, it was to fhew his Contempt of thefe, and all other my 
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nice Diftinétions, Divifions, and Subdivifions, which, he tells us, be 
poles over as necdlefs Curiofities*. 

But his next attendant Effort is {till more furprifing. For he 
rites in his Blunders, like Homer's Battles in their Terror. I had 
faid soe Aicieuts were embarraffed. Ile will prove they were not at 
ail embarrafed, without fo much as knowing what Ancients muft 
needs be meant. Now the intelligent Reader fees they are the an- 
cient Curisrian, not Pagan Writers, for this plain Reafon, That, 
though I hold neither Chriftian nor Pagan Writers could difingui/h 
between buman Paſſons and the divine Attributes, yet none but Chrif- 
tian Writers could be embarraſſed with the Confcquence of God's 
not being angry (which Conſequence was, that therefore he could 
not punith) becaufe none but Cbriſtiaus (according to my Aſſertion) 
held that he could puniſn. Now from their holding, as they did 
at firft, with the Philgſophers, that God could not be angry, and 
with the Founders of their Faith, that he would punifb, aroſe all that 
EMBARR As I took notice of; and which of courfe I muft ſuppoſe the 
Pagans free from, by their not holding thofe two fuppofed contrary 
Propolitions. Our Advocate, who had not the leaft Conception of 
all this, will yet venture to contradict me; and taking it for granted, 
as he does every thing he can’t prove, that I meant PAGAN Anti- 
quity lay under this Embarraſe, he brings a Number of Paffages. 
from Pagan Pdilofophers to confute my Aſſertion. Thus all he 
proves, if he ſhould chance to prove any thing, being nothing to. 
the Purpofe, I might here fairly leave him to himſelf. 

But as Pagan Antiquity, though it was not embarrafed like the. 
Chriftian, yet was not at all more exact in its Ideas of the Divine At- 
tributes, I will permit our Advocate, for once, to ſuppoſe, that I had 
faid, that sbe ancient Philofophers were embarraſſad, and could not diflin- 
guifh between buman Pafions, and the Divine Attributes: Let us fee 
then what he will make of it. But as I reftore him his Arms, and 
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inftru& him how to ufe them, it may be allowed me to remind my 
Reader, 

1. That when I fay they could not diftinguith between buman 
Paffons and the Divine Attributes, I mean the Attributes of the 
Jirft Caufe of all Things. 

2. When I fay they could not difinguifl, I mean diftinguith in 
fuch a Manner, as to leave Room for the Doctrine of a future State 
of Rewards and Puniſhments; all other Diftinctions being out of 
the Queftion. 

Well then, to prove that Antiquity was not embarraffed, how does 
this mighty Champion of Old Philofophy fet out? Why firft he proves 
that be bimfelf is not embarraſſed . Secondly, that thofe who read the 
Scriptures cannot be embarraſſed +. But this is only to feel his own 
Strength, and make the Flourith of his Arms. He foon comes to him- 
ſelf, and then fays, But that the Reader may fee how rightly the Phi- 
lofophers could diſtinguiſb between human Paffions and the Divine Attri- 
butes, I fhall now lay before bim fome Paffages, in which it is faid 
God is not fubjeét to Pafion, or that he is void of Anger, and can burt 
none; and others, where be is faid to be angry, and to punifb Sinners 
Sor their Crimes; by which every one may the better judge, whether 
the Ancients were not exatily of the fame Opinion as bimfelf, and did 
not {peak as Chriſtians now do, fometimes with regard to the ineffable 
and abfolute Rectitude of an infinitely perfect Being, and ſometimes with 
Reppeck to the Relation he bears to us bis finite and imperfect Creatures . 
This is indeed to the Point. 

And firft, fays he, I readily agree with Mr. Warburton, that it 
was the Opinion of all the Philofopbers, that God could not be angry, 
nor burt any one 9. And though we agree in this, yet he will bring 
feveral Witneſſes to prove it. This is always his Way when he 
has fo fafe Ground to go upon. Thus he proved the double Doctrine 
of the Philofophers, and the fingle Objet of that double Doctrine. 
And on fuch Occafions, I muft acquaint the Reader, he is a moft 

See p. 54. + P. 83. $ P. 55, 56. § P. 56. 
D d 2 unmereiful 


204 REMARKS ON TILLARD. 


unmerciful Prover. But as he can never forbear mixing and con- 

founding the feverz] Parts of his Subject, the laft of his Teftimo- 

nies, to prove God cannot be angry, being taken from Seneca, he is 

drawn to anether Queftion before his Time. But Order, Method, 

and Logic, we know, are nothing with this Writer. However, 

a good I hing never comes amifs. What then ſays Seneca? That 

that Man is miflaken, who fuppofes the Gods can burt any one; for 

they neither can do wrong, nor fuffer it, both of which betoken Frailty.. 
But Seneca immediately after fays, that the Govs do exact Punifh- 
ment, and chaftife fome for their Gosd. Therefore Seneca muft either 

contradict bimfeif, or fpeak of the Jame Beings in different Refpetts ; 

and indeed thefe two laf Paffages of Seneca, one of which is quoted by 

Mr. Warburton, To PROVE shat the Gods can burt none, ſcem to bave 

no Reference to their juſt Anger againft Sinners, but to ſuch Hurt or In- 
Jury as arifes from Wrong or Injuſtice v. 

1. This whole Remark is nothing to the Purpofe. Seneca here 
means the Gons of Paganiſm, not she fe Cauſe of all Things, where 
he talks of their puniſbing and chaflifing. Now the Arf Cauſe is the 
Subject of our Queſtion. 

2. But of thefe two Paffages, one is quoted by me (he fays) ro 
PROVE that the Gods can burt none. The Paſſage is in page 402, of 
the fecond Edition +. My Words are thefe, 4 Benevolence too 
that went not from the Will, but the Eſſence of the Supreme Being: 
SO Seneca informs us, Que caufa of Diis, Sc. Here again his old 
Luck follows him. I quoted it to thew what Kind of Benevolence 
they gave to God: He fays, I quoted it to prove the Gods can burt 
none. 

Having thus notably fupported his Agreement with me, that it 
was the Opinion of the Philofophers that God could not be angry 
nor hurt any one; he proceeds, But that THEY are angry, fo as to 
punifb the wicked for their Crimes, might be proved by a multitude of 
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Tefimonics . Without doubt it might. But what then? Ire- 
quire him to thew, that the Philofophers believed the Oze God could 
be angry and punith; and he fays, they believed their afe Gods 
could. And fo faid I, and proved it likewiſe. Vet he brings Wit- 
nefs upon Witnefs, Poets upon Philofophers, to thew they thought 

THE Gons could be angry and punifb: And then goes on thus: By 
all which it manifeflly appears, that when the Ancients faid, Gop 
could not be angry, they meant, &c f. Was there ever fuch a Rea- 
foner? He will prove what the Ancients thought of their falfe 
Gons, a Thing nobody afked; and from thence conclude, what 
they thought of the Supreme, a Thing nobody will believe. 

But left the Reader fhould fufpeét, as he has little Reafon, that 
this was only a Blunder in Words; and that though our Advocate 
promifed to thew by Quotations, what was nothing to the Purpofe, 
yet the Quotations themfelves might haply inform us of what was; 
I fhall run through his Paflages. , 

The two firft J are from Plato's Book of Laws, a Writing of the 
exsteric Kind, in which the Philofopher ſpeaks to the People; and 
confequently muft needs {peak of thofe Gods they were acquainted 
with. In one of the Paflages he actually uſes the plural, in the 
other the /fingular, ufed perpetually, in the Writings of the An- 
cients, for the plural: Sometimes as the peculiar tutelary God of 
the People was meant; fometimes as it was Jupiter the firſt of the 
Clafs; but moft frequently as it was a common Figure of Speech 
for a Greek Republican to fay the God or the Magiſtrate, when there 
were a hundred of each. But what will ſurpriſe our Advocate (who. 
appears not to have received Inſtruction on this Matter) they fome-- 
times, though very rarely, ufed the Plural for the Singular. As 
Seneca, in the Place that came in Queftion juft above, Que caꝝſu 
of Diis, &c. and Salluf, in another, that will come in Queftion 
below. A little Difcernment is fufficient to take them right, it- 
either of theſe converfions. But this is more, it ſeems, than we are 
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to expect of our Advocate, who puzzling on, between his rue and 
falfe Gods, hangs, like a falfe Teacher as he is, between Heaven 
and Earth, in the Fool’s Paradife of Pagan Philofophy. 

The other two Paſſages he brings“ are from a ſpurious Thing 
given to Cicero. This was a pleafant Miftake. He had feen me 
quote Tully de Confolatione, twice, and therefore thought he might 
fately do the fanie. But my two Paſſages were from the genuine 
Fragments or that loft Book; his two, by the Malice of his old 
Luck, from that Forgery of Sigonius, intituled, De Confolatione, and 
fathered upon Tully: But it could never get a Godfather till our 
Advocate became its Sponfor. Cicero (fays he) fays that a Mun by 
his Wickednefs becomes an Enemy and bated of God. And for this de- 
cifve Saying, Cic. de Conſol. is quoted. 

He goes on, But we need not queftion the Pbileſepbers, when the 
Peets fay the Jame +. Nay, it muft be owned they're all in a Story. 
And how fhould they chufe, when prompted by their falfe Gods, 
in whofe Favour they are fpeaking ? 

At length however, as if even fenfible of the Impertinence of all 
he had been faying, he goes on thus: But not to let this Matter 
reh wholly upon Coxcl. vsioxs, though never fo well grounded. 
He means Inferences. You muft excufe him. If he be there, or 
thereabouts, tis enough for a Man fo averfe to the Nicety of Dif- 
tindtion. Well, not to let it ref then (though I ſuſpect it had been 
the wifer Courſe, as I am fo well acquainted with his Way of 
mending Matters) What then? Why, he will further bew what 
Confiructions they put upon fub Eæpreſſions, by one who has wrote a 
whole Chapter upon this Queflion, ** In what Senſe can the Gods, who 
s are immutable, be faid to be either angry or appeaſed? In which 
“+ be tells us, that God cannot, properly fpeaking, be faid to rejoice, 
% for then be mul. fometimes be affected with Sorrow ; nor to be angry, 
«+ fince Anger is a Motion of the Mind; nor to be pleafed with Gifts, 
ss for that would be to be overcome with Pleafures, &c. ; but while 
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4c ave are good, we are united to the Gods by Similitude, and when’ 
“ «wicked, feparated for our Unlikenefs: Not that they are really angry, 
«s but that our Offences binder the Light of their Goodnefs from ſbining 
4 upon us; wherefore it is the fame thing to fay, God bat. th, or is angry 
1 cuith Sinners, as to fay the Sun is bid from the Eyes of thofe who are 
« blind*.” Theſe are the Words of Salluſt the Philofopher. To 
which I anfwer, 

1. That this Sa//uf is no legal Evidence. I have expreſſly excepted 
againft him and all his Fellows, all that came fo long after the 
Times in queſtion; which I confine to the Period before Chrifte 
The riſing of the Gepe, I confefs, again and again, gave fuch 
Light to the Philofopbers, that they refined all their Doétrines by 
its Splendor, and then, like their mimic Brethren of the prefent 
Age, ungratefully abuſed their Benefactors. Theſe are my Words 
in one Place of my Book: Such was the general Doctrine on this 
Point before the coming of Chriftianity. But then thofe Philo- 
„ fophers who held out againſt its Truth, after fome Time, new- 
% modelled both their Philofophy and Religion: making their 
% Philofophy more religious, and their Religion more philofophical. 
So amongſt the many Improvements of Paganifm, the ſoſten- 
„ing this Doctrine was one.—And it is remarkable, that shen, and 
< not till then, the Philofophers began really to believe the Doctrine of a 
« future State of Rewards and Punifoments . What now mutt 
we think of our Advocate? Was there ever any thing ſo fhame- 
leſs? Yet this is one of his hackney Fallacies, that runs on all his 
Errands. 

2. But as our Advocate is turned Solicitor, and, without doubt, 
has been at much pains in finding out this Witnefs, we will hear 
him. And if he fhould chance to prove what I affirm, and what 
my Adverfary denies, it would be but the common Cafe of Evi- 
dence picked up at a Venture, to fupport a bad Caufe. To keep 
him no longer in Suſpenſe, 1 muft here let him know, that, had £ 
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fearched all Antiquity, I could not have found a Paff.ge more to 
my Purpofe. Such is his old Luck at quoting. 

This Sallu having put together fome common-place Stuff of the 
Gods and the World, in his fourteenth Chapter propofes to {peak to 
this Queftion, How the immutable Gods may be faid to be angry and 
appesfed. nis ot Orci py pilaCarroperor, qᷣpyigte ba. 2% Sapeemsverbas 
Atyovlar. He fays, in the firt place, that God has no human 
Paſſions, he neither rejoices, is angry, nor appraſed with Gifts, & yape 
ots dA dug Sepewevsjas. So far doubtleſs is agree- 
able to Truth. But how then? Why that the Gods are eternally 
beneficent, or, as Seneca had faid, Caufa Diis benefaciendi NATURA, 
and beneficent cnly, but never hurtful, ixsiver piv æyaboi ts sisiw AEI, 2 
ce porov: Brarjesi Ot g’ Thus having avoided one Ex- 
treme, he falls into another, and fappofeth it blind Nature and not 
Will that determines God's Beneficence. The Inference from this 
is, that the Rewards and Punithments of Heaven are the natural 
and neceſſary Effects of Actions; not pofttive, arbitrary Confequences, 
or the Defignation of Will. And fo our Philofopher maintains. 
For now the Difficulty being, that if Nature be the Cauſe of the Bene- 
ficence of the Godhead, how can Providence beſtow Good on the vir- 
tuous Man, and Evil on the Wicked? Our Sophiſt refolves it thus: 
While we are good, we are joined by Similitude of Nature to the Gods; 
and when evil, feparated by Diffimilitude—They become our Enemies, 
not becaufe they are angry at us, but becaufe our Crimes binder the 
Gods from fhiring on us—wherefere it would be the fame thing togay, 
that God is turned away from the Evil, as to fay, the SUN 1s HID 
FROM A BLIND MAN. Hg 08 ayalo pèr orles di ò heir Oroig ouv- 
anfcprba, xaxci dd yevoperos d. fond ri xh -A exelvav u 
Hatt r, & ro df apc rum Ode piv du d di thAxpmrer—dee bpoior 
rey Ordr Aye rd xaxes digi % ror HAION rei igegH⁰⁰ꝰ,iLʃ tai 
eher xpvx}erba: An apt Comparifon, and very expreſſive of the 
Cate ; where the Influence of the Deity is fuppofed to be natural, 
like the Sun's, and conſequently all Reward and Punithment, not 
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the moral, but the necefary Iſſue of Things. A Platonic e Principle 
entirely ſubverſive of the proper Doctrine of a future State of Re- 
wards and Puniſhments, as believed every where by the People, and 
taught by the Chriftian Religion. But this Matter I had explained 
at large in page 398 of the Book ® he pretends to write againſt. The 
‘Pagans then, we find, in taking away human Paffions from God, 
left him nothing but an eſſential Excellence, that went not from 
his Will, but his Nature only, and confequently was deftitute of Moe 
rality. This was one Extreme. The Primitive Cbriftians, as Lac- 
zantius, ſeeing clearly that the Platonic Notion of God overturned a 
Suture Judgment, and not ſeeing that Medium which their Maſters 
in Science, the Pbilaſopbers, had miffed of, maintained that God 
had human Paſſions. And this was the other Extreme. And whence, 
I pray, did both arife, but from neither's being able to diftinguith 
between buman Paffons and THe Divine ATTRIBUTES OF JUSTICE 
AND Goopness, the true Medium between human Paffions and a 
blind Excellence of Nature? Did not I guefs right when I faid, if 
he would not let the Matter reft, he would foon make it worfe? Yet 
hear how triumphantly he goes off; unconſcious of all the fine 
Work he has been making. And now I may venture to afirm (fays 
he) that no one can reafonably imagine this Opinion of the Pbilofophers, 
that God cannot be angry, &c. could be any the leaf Obftacle to their 
believing a future State of Rewards and Puniſbments +. 1, for my 
Part, will only venture to afirm that the Difpute between us (if 
that may be called a Diſpute where there is no Contradiétion ) ftands 
thus: I had faid, The Ancients could not diftinguifh between human 
Paffions and the divine Attributes of Fuptice and Goodnefs in the Finst 
Cause of all Things: And he has proved they could diſtinguiſb be- 
tween jufl and unjuft Pafions in their 1 bol. AT ROS Gops. I had faid 
they could not fo diſinguiſb as to leave any Foundation for the Dottrine 
of a future State of Rewards and Punifoments : And he has proved that 
J faid true, by one of his own Witneſſes, Salli the Philofopher. 


e Dir. Leg. Book III. Seck. 2. & feqq. + P. 63. 
Vor. VI. Ee But, 


210 REMARKS ON TILLARD. 


But, what the Reader can rea/onably imagine, upon this View of ths 
Evidence, as I would not pretend to dire& his Judgment, J i not 
venture to affirm. 


IX. 

I now come to the next Principle (fays cur Advocate) which Mr. 
Warburton Jays down as repugnant to the Belief of a future State, &c. 
which is, ** That tke generality of the Philofophers held the Soul to be a 
* difcerped Part of a whole, and this whole was God, into whom it was 
t again to be refolued.” But WERE HE BEGINS, AS IN OTHER 
PLaces, TO ExPRESS HIS Fears that the Reader will ſuſpect (as 
“Lam apt to think be will) thefe Kind of Phrafes are highly 
ss figurative Expreffions, and not to be meafured by the fevere Standard 
** of metaphyfical Propriety ;” and therefore be defires the Reader to take 
notice of another Conſeguence from this Principle, which is, that the 
Soul was eternal à parte anté, as well as a parte poft; and this, as 
be fuys, was univerfally held by Antiquity, though ke attempts to bring 
but one Authority to prove it, which he Jays is above Exception; and 
therefore Iſball tranſcribe it out of bis own Book, as be quotes it from 
Cudworth, that the Reader may the better judge of its Validity. It 
“ is a thing very well known (fays the great Cudworth) that accord- 
«ing to the Senfe of Philofophers thefe two things were always in- 
“ cluded together, in that one Opinicn of the Soul's Immortality, name- 
ss ly its Pra-exiflence as well as its Poft-exiftence; neither was there 
s ever any of the Ancients before Chriſtianity, that held. the Soul's 
«s future Permanency after Death, who did not likewife affert its Præ- 
** exiflence; they clearly percetuing, that if it was once granted that 
s the Soul was generated, it could never be proved but that 
“it might alfo be corrupted: And therefore the Aferters of the 
“© Soul's Immortality commonly began bere; firft to prove its Prasexif- 
cc tence , &c.“ 

Here (fays he) be begins, as in other Places, to expreſi bis Frans. 
This is the fecond Time he has told me of my Fears. And without 
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Doubt he took me in good earneft for fome very fearful Animal, 
or he would never have ventured fo wantonly to inſult me. But 
the Reader perhaps may be curious to know how that Writer ex- 
preffes his Fears of his own Arguments, who has been reprefented 
by the Bigots of the oppofite Party, as defpifing all other Men's. 
The fearful Paſſage is in thefe Words: And that the Reader may 
«c not fufpect theſe kind of Phrafes, as that the Soul is Part of God; 
<e difeerped from bim; of bis Nature; which perpetually occur in the 
„ Writings of the Ancients, to be only Sighly figurative Expręſſiant, 
and not to be meaſured by the exact Standard of metaphyfical 
s Propriety ; he is defired to take notice of one Confequence drawn 
„ from this Principle, and univerfally held by Antiquity, which 
was this, that the Soul was eternal d parte anté, as well as à parte 
ss pof; which the Latins well expreſſed by the Word Sempiter- 
4 . Does the Reader find any of that Paffion here which our 
quick-fighted Advocate has difcovered ? All I can fay to the Matter 
is, that as it is the Puniſhment of fee · acking to fear for one's ſelf, 
where no fear is; ſo it is, it ſeems, the Reward of free-thinking to 
Jee Fear for others where no Fear is. 

Well, but let us hear what he has to fay to the Paſſage from 
Cudworth. Now I readily agree (fays he) that what Cudworth fays 
of the Philofopbers is true; but deny that what Mr. Warburton quotes 
bim for, can any ways be proved from thence; which is, that the 
Philofophers held the Soul to be eternal à parte antè as well as à parte 
poft; and indeed there is not one Worb which either expreffes, or, 
WITH ANY TOLERABLE Propriety, implies any fuch Doctrine. They 
held, fays Cudworth, the Soul's Præ-exiftence, or that it was in Being 
before the Body; but it will 1mMMEDIATELY occur to the Reader, 
that if it præ- exiſed only one Day or one Hour, before it was infufed 
into the Body, it really pra-exifted as much, though not fo long, as if 
it had been from Eternity. And the whole Defign of Cudworth is to 
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Stew, that the Ancients beld the Soul to be immortal. Fon this Reafon 
amongh others that it was not propagated with the Body, and there- 
Sore could not be corrupted with it; but was a diftintt Subtance from 
it, for that it præ-exiñed, or was made before it, as be proves from 
a Paffage of Aviftotle. Therefore the Doctrine of Pra-exiflence does 
not in the leaft prove the Soul to be eternal à parte antè; much lefs that 
it was difcerped or torn from God in a literal Senfe*. Pity me, Reader! 
who am forced into a Controverfy with an Advocate of old Philofo- 
phy, who has not yet fo much as learnt his firft Elements either in 
the old or new. Why, thou mighty Man of Law ! if the Ancients 
were to prove (as in this Cafe you own they were) that the Soul 
was eternal @ parte pofl by an Argument taken from its Pra-exifence, 
and that it was an acknowledged Principle (as we both agree it was) 
that whatfoever was generated could not be proved to be incorruptible, 
muft not by that Præ- exiſtence he meant an eternal Præ-exiſtence? 
For if there were a Time when the Soul was generated, though many 
millions of Years before its Entrance into the Body, it could not 
be proved to be eternal d parte fof. The acknowledged Principle 
that whatever was generated could not be proved to be incorruptible, 
forbidding that Conclufion. For the Reader muft take notice, 
their Point was not to give an analogical Probability that the Soul 
Simply ſurvived the Body, but a metaphyfical Demonſtration that it 
would furvive fir ever. And let him not imagine that our Advo- 
cate has only miftaken the Queftion, and argued right from the 
wrong State of it. He delivers it truly in thefe Words, The whole 
Defign of Cudworth is to few, that the Ancients held the Soul to be 
IMMORTAL. He wanted, we fee, no Knowledge of the particular 
Queftion ; all his Want was Want of common Apprchenfion. Yet 
Cudworth thought the Argument fo obvious, that no one, who was 
fit to read his Book, could poſſibly miftake in it: and therefore con- 
tented himſelf in uſing Pra-exifence fimply, without adding eternal, 
as the Argument neceſſarily determined the Mode of the Pra- 
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exiftence. Vet has he at length got a Reader who is fairly able to 
miftake him, and who, inftead of being thankful for an Explana- 
tion made, as it appears, for his peculiar Uſe, will find fault with 
his Iuſtructor, and not content with faying that there is not one 
Word in Cudworth, which expreffes my Senfe, will add, that there is 
notbing that can with any tolerable Propriety imply it. This he fays; 
and yet (what exceeds Belief) he had but juft before tranſeribed 
thefe very Words of Cudworth: THEY CLEARLY PERCEIVING, 
THAT, ir IT WAS ONCE GRANTED THAT THE SOUL WAS GE- 
NERATED, IT COULD NEVER BE PROVED, BUT THAT IT MIGHT 
ALSO BE CORRUPTED. Now if he would not fee it, is he fit to 
write? And, if he could not, is he fit to be read? Who 
can be pofitive, after this, that he ever faw Cudworth’s Book, 
which concludes the whole Obfervation in thefe Words: The 
% Totum or Compofitum of a Man or Animal may be faid to be 
«c generated and corrupted in regard of the Union and Difunion, 
Conjunction and Separation of thofe two Parts, the Soul and 
„Body. But the Soul itfelf, according to thefe Principles, 1s 
„ NEITHER A THING GENERABLE NOR CORRUPTIBLE .“ Yet 
our Advocate tells us, the whole Defign of Cudworth is to flew, 
that the Ancients beld the Soul to be immortal rox this Reafon anung/? 
others, that it was not propagated with the Body, and therefore could 
not be corrupted with it. Which is juft as wife a Reafon as the fol- 
lowing : The laf Lord Mayor of London will live a thoufand Years, 
For this Reafon, amongft others, that be was in being before bis En- 
trance on bis Office, and exiſted after bis going out of it. But he 
has all the Way done Wonders with his ron. I have taken upon 
me to dignify feveral of them with Capitals for their eminent 
Services. But the bold Humour of the Engih/s is, never to {pare 
this Particle. On the contrary, the French, a wife People, when 
the Royal Academy was founded for the Advancement of Eloquence, 
with which Reafon had little to do, held a folemn Seffions for the 
Extirpation of their rox, CAR, as an ufelefs and dangerous Word. 
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And though I think it efcaped, and even ſurvived the Edict of 
Nantes (notwithftanding all the Mifchief it had done the Catho- 
hic Caufe) vet their prndent Writers are extremely referved in the 
Ute of this and all other their ¿lative Particles. Feu Gomberville 
(iays one of their Dictionary Writers) Aaifoit le mot car, parce, 
diftit-il, qu'il vencit du Grec. The late Gomberville bared the word 
CAR, Lecauſc, as be fuid, it came from the Greek. How happy for 
us, that our For is differently defcended, or we had loft a great 
Reafoner, who bears as thorough an Antipathy to Greek, as ever 
did Monſieur Gomberville ! 

He goes on, And if I may be allowed to argue in the fame Way as 
Ar. Warburton. The Public, I believe, will pardon him, let 
him begin when he will. Well, but allow him to do what, how- 
ever, we are never to expect of him, to talk a little plain Senfe; 
what then? Why the Ancients could not firiGtly believe this Dotirine 
[that the Soul was Part of God), becanfe it is greatly INCONSISTENT 
with another well-known Opinion among, them, that Souls were linked 
to Bodies for a Puniſbment, or fent down as into a State of Tryal, 
Now for his Reaſon.— Fon to ſuppęſe in the grofs Senſe, that Pieces 
or Parts of the ever perfet and fupreme God were fo ferved, is 
WHAT NO ONE WILL IMAGINE THE PHILOSOPHERS CAPABLE OF *. 
For is here again, as ufual, on very defperate Service. He Promifes 
to thew the Isconfiflency between two metaphyfical Opinions. What 
Reader now but would expect a metaphyſical Reafon? Inſtead of 
that, he puts us off with a moral one. No one will imagine the Phi. 
lefopbers capable of bolding both thofe Opinions. And to finih the 
Abfurdity, this is called arguing like me, in an Inftance where 
I proved the Meaning of a metaphyfical Term by a metaphyfical 
Opinion. Jf I may be alowed, fays he, to argue in the fame Way 
as Mr. Warburton. l 

2. But to be at a Word with him and his Philofophers together. 
What both are cAr ABLE or we fhall now fee. It is agreed that 
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Py-bagoras and Plato held that Souls were linked to Bodies for a Pu- 
nifoment, or fent down as into a State of Trial. Vet of this very 
Pytuacoras Cicero fpeaks thus: Nam Pythagoras, gui cenfuit 
Animum ęſſe per naturam rerum omnem intentum & commeantem ex 
guo nofiri animi CARPERENTUR, non vidit Diſiractione humanorum 
Animorum DISCERPI ET LACERARI DEUM. Of PLaro and his 

‘ollowers Arnobius {peaks thus: Igſe denique Animus qui 1mMor- 
TALIs 4 vobis & DEUS ESSE NARRATUR, cur in Ægris eger fit, in 
Infantibus folidus, in Senectute defeffus? Delira & fatua & infana! 
Here we fee what two great Writers of Antiquity thought the Philo- 
ſapbers capable of. Was he ignorant of this? No; I had quoted 
them in the Difcourfe he pretends to confute . Did he attempt 
to confute them? No; nor a great Number more to the fame Pur- 
pote, unlefs this may be called a Confutation, And we may obferve, 
that some of bis Authorities to prove this are exceedingly flrained, and, 
as bimfelf acknowledges more than once, are otherwife under tod by 
learned Men. Some? What then are the ret? But as to thefe 
Jome, does he prove what he fays? Yes: And how? By quoting 
my Acknowledgment, that they are differently underflood by learned 
Men, And now, Reader! What doft thou imagine our Advocats 


capable of? 
X. 

He goes on.— And becaufe the Pbilgſopbert, fpeaking of the Sout, 
often call it the Image of God, divine and immortal, &c. be would 
lead the Reader, from fuch Expreffions, unwarily to imagine, that it 
was literally a Part of God, eternal à parte anté, the fame as the 
Soul of the World, &c. But I hope to make'the Contrary appear by 
fome plain Tefimonies of Antiquity: and the firft I ſball produce is one 
Mr. W. bimfelf bas helped me to, and is from Stobxus, where Speu- 
fippus, one of Plato’s Followers, fys, * that the Mind was neither 


> Divine Legation Vol. II. pp. 108, 110. 
“the 


216 REMARKS ON TILLARD. 


1 the fame with the One or the Good, but bad a peculiar Nature of 
s sts orn.” This, Mr. W. owns, exprefly contradiéts what be afferted 
of Plato’s bolding the Soul to be Part of God; but be fays that 
**Stobseus and the learned Stanley were both miflaken in thinking 
** Speufippus poke of the human Mind, whereas, fuys be, it relates to 
** the third Perfon in the Trinity.” Now /uppofing we take Mr, War- 
burton’s Judgment before that of Stobæus or Stanley, we may fill 
Joirly conclude, that if even the third Perfon in the Trinity was not 
the fame as God, but bad a peculiar Nature of his own, much lef 
was the Soul of Man the fame; but that it bad a diflin Nature 
likewife . He would lead, fays he, the Reader by fuch Expreffons 
unwarily to imagine, that it was literally a part of God. Hear then, 
by what kind of Expreſſions I would miflead the unwary Reader. 
A natura Deorum (iays Cicero) ut doctifimis fapientifimiygque placuit, 
bauflos animos & libatos babemus. And again, Humanus autem ani- 
mus decerptus ex Mente divina, cum alio nullo nifi cum ipfo Des compa- 
parari pote? t—He will not diſpute whether Stobæus and Stanley, 
or J, be in the right. He does well. But then he fays, We may 
fill rail v concLupe, that if even the third Perfon in the Tri- 
nity was not the fame as God, but bad a peculiar Nature of bis own, 
much lefs was the Soul of Man the fame; but that it had a diſtinct 
Nature likewife. Such a Concluder would have made Arifotle for- 
{wear Syllogifm. In the 404th Page of the firt Volume of the 
Divine Legation { he faw thefe Words: Again, the Maintainers 
of the Immateriality of the Divine Subſtance were likewife divided 
«s into two Parties; the firſt of which held but one Perſon in the 
4s Godhead; the other zwo or three. So THAT AS THE FORMER 
„ BELIEVED THE SOUL TO BE PART OF THE SUPREME GoD; THE 
% LATTER BELIEVED IT TO BE PART ONLY OF THE SECOND OR 
“ Turp Hyposrasis.” What is to be done with this Prevarica- 
tor? Will he plead guilty, to have the Benefit of his Clergy? Or 
will he own he could not read, and fo ſtand upon his Defense ?— 
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% You may complain (I hear him fay) but whofe Fault is it? You 
“ had put this Paffage amongſt your nice Diftinftions, Divifions, and 
«s Subdivifions: And thofe l was not obliged to take notice of, after 
having fo fairly given you Warning that I poffed over all fuch as 
„% neediefs Curiofities.” 

But I begin to be quite weary of my Advocate; Iam drawing to- 
wards a Conclufon with him, and will difpatch him with all poſſible 
Expedition. What follows won't ftay us long. As to the Paſſuge 
which be quotes from M. Antoninus, it is notbing more than an Exbor- 
tation to confider what will become of the Soul when it is difunited or 

Separated from the Body: and though Mr. W. mates bim to peak of 
its being refolved into the Anima Mundi; yet be owns at the fame 
Time, that neither Gataker in bis Notes, or Cafaubon, bad any Notion 
that the Doctrine of Refufion was bere alluded to s. Gataker and 
Caſaubon did not underftand it in my Senſe. Docs he pretend to 
fay I underftand it wrong? He pretends to know nothing of the 
Matter: So I leave it to thofe who do. For I ſhould have a’ 
ftrange Love for anfwering, if I gave this any other Reply than 
Antoninus's own Words: [To die] is not only according to the 
** Courfe of Nature, but of great Ufe to it. [We thould con- 
s fider] how clofely Man is united to the Godhead, and in what 
Part of him that Union reſides; and what will be the Condition 
of that Part or Portion of it when it is refolved [into the Ani- 
6% ma Mundi) +.” 

The next Authority (fays he) I flall produce, is from Protinus, 
who tells us that the Soul is from God; and therefore nvecfarily 
loves him, yet it is a different Exiftence from him. Here again he 
plays his-old Trick upon us. P/otinus, a Philofopher deep in the 
Times of Chriſtianity. I have tried in vain to make him under- 
ftand. I will try now if I can make him bluth; while he forces 
me to repeat, for the fecond Time, the following Words of the 
Divine Legation. : Such was the general Doctrine on this Point” 


+ P. 68. + Divine Legation, vol. II. p. 114. 
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{nam-ly, that the Soul was God, or Part of God] before the com- 
ing of Chriftianity ; but then thofe Philofophers, who held 
% out againft its Truth, after fome Time new-modelled both their 
* Philofophy and Religion; making their Philofophy more reli- 
„ gious, and their Religion more philofophical—So amongſt the 
% many Improvements of Paganifm, THE SOFTENING THIS Doc- 
% TRINE WASONE. The modern P/atonifis confining the Notion of 
“ the Soul's being Part of the Divine Subjtance to that of Brutes.— 
4% And it is remarkable that then, and not till then, the Philofo- 
“ phers began really to believe the Doctrine of a future State *.” 
How true this is we may fee by this very Quotation from Plotinus, 
And one of common Apprehenfion would have feen, by his Words, 
yet it is a different Exiſtence from bim, that this was an Innovation 
in Philofophy. For were it not the common Opinion, that the 
Soul was of the fame Exiflence with God, or Part of him, this Cau- 
tion and Explanation had been impertinent. However, he goes on 
unmercifully to ſhew the Orthodoxy of Photinus, and of his Com- 
mentator Ficinus, in this Point: Where fpeaking I don’t know 
what, nor why, of the vegetative Soul, he takes an Opportunity 
to criticife a Paflage I brought from Plutarch. Of this Soul (namely 
the vegetative] it is of which Plutarch manifeflly fpeaks, where be 
Jays, * that Pythagoras and Plato geld the Soul to be immortal; for 
“ that launching out into the Soul of the Univerfe, it returned to its 
Parent and Original.” ‘THAT THIS MUST BE INTENDED OF THE 
VEGETATIVE SOUL 18 PLAIN, from bis mentioning two other Souls 
Jrom the fame Authorities, immediately after in a quite different Light. 
Pythagoras and Plato, fays be, hold that the rational Soul is in- 
% mortal; for that this Soul is not God, but the Workmanfbip of the 
* Eternal God; and it is the irrational Soul which is mortal and cor- 
s ruptible.” So that unlefs we can Juppofe Plutarch intended to make 
Pythagoras and Plato contradict themf:lves, we muf conclude their 
Opinions in this Paſſage to be, that the vegetative Soul was difufed 
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into the Life of the Univerſe: that the fenfitive or irrational Soul was 
mortal and corruptible ; and that the rational Soul was a diflinfl Exif- 
tence made by God. But this laß Part is not at all taken notice of by 
Mr. Warburton, though in the very fame Paragraph with the firſt 
which be quotes *. 

1. Unleſi we can fuppofe (fays he) Plutarch intended to make Py- 
thagoras and Plato contradict themfelves. Suppofe, Quotha! Did 
he never hear that this Plutarch wrote an expreſs Treatite on the 
Contradictions of the Stoics? A Se& of as good a Houfe as either 
Pythagoras or Plato. Will he never fee, that if the Philofophers 
had a double Doctrine, which he has laboured to prove, they mutt 
perpetually contradict tbemſelves? But our Advocate is fo captivated 
a Lover +, fo enamoured of his dear Philofophers, that the very 
Air of a Contradiction fhocks him. 

2. Well then, not to difguft the Delicacy of a Lover, I will 
humour him. It fhall be no Contradiction ; nor will I /uppofe Plu- 
tarch fuch a Brutal as to infinuate any thing fo grofs. But now, 
if, like a true Inamorato, he will not fuffer them to be defended by 
any Hand but his own, then we fhall begin to differ. He tells us 
that when Plutarch Jays Pythagoras and Plato beld the Soul to be 
immortal, IT IS PLAIN TIIS MUST BE INTENDED OF THE VEGE- 
TATIVE SovL.—An immortal vegetative Soul! Tis a Prodigy 
that deferves an Expiation. But to know whether Plutarch or our 
Advocate be the real Father of this Monſter, it will be neceſſary to 
tranſeribe the whole Chapter: · Pythagoras and Plato held the 
Soul to be immortal; for that lanching out into the Soul of the 
t Univerfe, it returns to its Parent and Original. The Stoics fay, 
*¢ that on its leaving the Body, the more infirm (that is, the Soul of 
sc the Ignorant) ſuffers the Lot of the Body: But the more vigo- 
„ rous (that is, the Soul of the Wife) endures to the Conflagration. 
„% Democritus and Epicurus fay the Soul is mortal, and periſhes 
„with the Body: Fytbageras and Plato, that the reaſonable Soul 


P. 70, 71. , + T. v. of the Preface, 
Ffa sis 


229 REMARKS ON TILLARD. 


e js uncorrupt (for it is to be obferved, the Soul is not God, but the 
« Warkmanflip of the Eternal God) and the irrational mortal.“ 
Nusayépxs, Mazer, Abf. sivas tyv dN woar yar sis tò rd 
wailis ux asayupeiv mpos 10 opoyeris. Oi Erwixoi, acar Tv l 
Juv ò reg lie, T piv ach ertg ĩpar dh Toç che yed. (rar 
d e. rar uma Kurer) 2 dè ie xvpehigar, vice ist wi rug ces, % exes 
Tig ixmupacees. AAN, Ex ING., obaghy, te cupal curdiapbes- 
gepi. Tubayépas 2 Had ran, to pir Aoſixòy, c pbafſor (KAI TAP rr 
Puxi, u Stor, ax Epyov rd didi Jee vrapyen) ro d aAroyor, phap- 
Fere Tepi rar Apio. ret id. BEN. &. K. . Here we fee, the Soul 
firt mentioned, and faid to be immortal, and to lanch out into 
the Soul of the Univerfe, was the fame which the Stoics held to 
endure, when it had been in their wife Man, till the Conflagration ; 
was the fame which Democritus and Epicurus held to be mortal. 
And was this the vegetative Soul? How hard has the World 
dealt with Democritus and Epicurus for twenty round Ages, only 
for holding that the vegetative Soul was mortal? A very reafon- 
able Opinion, had there been any vegetative Soul at all. But what 
then muft we fay to the Contradiction, which I have promiſed to 
remove, and which feems now quite fixed, fince we have evapo- 
rated this Spirit of vegetative Immortality, from the Paflage ? The 
plain Solution of the Difficulty is this: When Plutarch had men- 
tioned the impious Notion of the Soul's Mortality, firft farted by 
Democritus and Epicurus, he oppofes it by that of Pythagoras 
and Plate. He had told us before, that thefe held the Soul to be 
immortal; But now, ufing their Authority to confute the other 
iwo, he, like a judicious Writer, explains it with more Exact- 
neſs. He tells us, that Pythagoras and Plato held the reafonable 
Soul to be immortal, the irrational mortal. When, in the Be- 
ginning of the Chapter, he had faid, they held the Soul to be 
immortal, he added their Reafon, For that launching out, &c. TAP 
tig ro rd wasis, &c. Now here, in the Conclufion, mentioning 
again the fame Dogma, he adds bis own, For it is to be obſer ved 

the 
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the Soul is no? God, &c. K Al TAP rev Yuxan, & c. For Plutarch 
had, with the reft of the Philofophers of the Chriftian Times, 
refined his Notions on this Matter: They faid, the Soul was im- 
mortal, becaufe it was related to the Soul of the Univerfe: He faid, it 
was immortal, becaufe it was the Work of God. Henry Stephens, who, 
it ſeems probable, faw this was P/utarch’s, and not Pythagoras’s or 
Plato's Philofophy, makes the Words 3 yag ray ux 8 Sear araa Te 
aidu See maæpyer) a Parentheſis, as he does raury d sivas trav dH 
dure) and as he fhould have done oie isi mepi res cops: both 
which are the explanatory Remarks of Plutarch, And now it is 
to be hoped our Advocate fees why this laff Part was not at all 
taken notice of by Mr. Warburton though in the very fame Paragraph 
with the faf which he quoted, But what does he now fee of his 
Contradiction ? 

We have faid what it was that induced Plutarch to interfere 
with his own Opinion in this Matter. The very fame Concern 
for the Orthodoxy of old Pagan Philofophy (then to be oppofed to 
Chriftianity) that now feems to diftrefs our Advocate. The very 
fame that made Plotinus cry out, as above, The Soul neceffarily loves 
God, yet is a different Exiftence from bim. And this will account 
tor Plutarch's labouring fo much as he does, in the Place quoted 
by our Advocate, at his 75th Page, to free Plato from the Charge 
of making the Soul eternal and uncreated. For a Charge, it feems, 
it was, and a heavy one too, upon him. Now where Plutarch 
performs the faithful Office of an Hiftorian, in delivering us ths 
Placits of the old Philofophers, there, we fee, he owns both Py- 
thagoras and Plato held this Opinion; but here, where he acta 
the Advocate, ] mean of old Pagan Philofophy, he endeavours to 
aiſtinguiſb away the Accufation. Thus at length we fee the Con- 
tradiétion lies at Plutarch's Door; which will require more than a 
vegetative Immortality to remove: Leguleio dignus vindice Nodus. 

Thefe three Paſſages, from Stobæus, M. Antoninus, and Plutarch, 
are the only three of the great Number I brought to prove the 
Greek Philofophers held the Soul to be Part of God, which our 

Advocate 
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Advocate has ventured to undertake. Theſe he thought he could 
manage: And Envy muft own he has acquitted himfelf to Admi- 
ration, 


XI. 


But that Plato was orthodox in this Point, he will now thew 
from Plato himſelf.— And that this was Plato's Opinion (fays he) 
concerning the buman rational Soul, I ball further prove—from bim- 
ſell.— In one Place be ſayt, We bave [poke mof truly in afferting the 
<s Soul was made before the Body, and the Body in the fecond Place, and 
1 after the Soul, forafinuch as the governing Part ought in Point of 
4t Time to be created before that which is governed*.” Where fays 
hethis? Where think you but in the old Place, his Book of Laws? 
It is an odd Fancy this, in our Advocate, to go fo continually to a 
Book of Laws for Piuto's religious Sentiments. Law and Gojpel, let 
me tell him, agreed no better formerly thun they do now. But 
he muft needs go as his Index led him. Which in this Road always 
points exoterically, Let us follow him then into his Warehoufe of 
Laws. Here, to our great Surprize, we find, that Plato is not 
{peaking of the Origin of the human rational Soul, but of a very 
different Thing. This tenth Book of Laws, from whence he takes 
his Quotation, is employed to prove the Being of a God againſt 
Atheitm. One of his Arguments, for an eternal Mind, is, That 
that is the firft efficient Caufe which moves itfelfand all other Things. 
But Minn moves itſelf and all other Things: Therefore Mixp is 
the firft efficient. Hence, in the Words of the Quotation, it is in- 
ferred, That the Soul was before the Body, Yuriy piv wpdligay eur 
ruhe. % And farther, that there is one general Soul or Mind, 
that governs the Univerfe, Yuriy d dioixtoay ty cemacs Tog way xve- 
pivorg spir & Ter Seaver arayan doine Qaras ; Now, who fees not that 
it was Plato's Bufinefs here, to thew only in the 4é/frad, that Mind 
was prior to Body; and altogether befides his Purpofe to ſpeak of 
the Origin of the human Soul? Yet our Advocate, mifled by the 
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Latin Tranflator, and unaided by any Difcernment of his own, 
makes Plate’s Words relate to the Creation of the Soul. That the 
Soul was MADE before the Body; Animum ante Corpus FACTUM fuiffe, 
But Plato in his Epinomis, referring to this very Place, explains 
the Meaning in thefe Words: That every Soul is elder than every 
Body; rs wpecCurepoy ein qx cl dwara wares. Yet was this 
Palage fo far from helping our Advocate to the true Senſe of his 
Quotation, that he even refers to it for the Confirmation of his 
Miftake. All therefore that Plato’s Argument required was to 
prove, that Mind was before Body. But had he thought proper to 
digrefs about the Origin of the Soul, he muft needs have made it 
ungenerated, from a Principle he lays down in this very Place, 
namely, That the Soul was a Jef- mieng Suhane 3 3 To ialo xirsi One: 
Acyoy xi THY ar Boia, Sriep T šropa 3 dg wales Yuxar wporayoptcópty 3 
for a felf-moving and an eternal-moving Subftance were the fame 
Thing amongft the Ancients. So Plutarch tells us, that Thales was 
the fir) who taught the Soul to be an eternal moving or felf-moving 
Nuture, S dxepivalo wear e tiv , p dt H ad ren f- 
To”. 

Our Advocate goes on with his P/ato: In another Place (fays he} 
God, after having made the ANGELS, is introduced as delivering them: 
Materials to form Man and other Animals, and as fpeaking to them 
in this Manner: * Go to then, turn yourfelf to the Formation of Ani- 
% mals, according to the Laws of Nature, and imitate that efficacious 
** Power which I myfelf ufed in your Production; and fince they will 
** be created as it were Fellow-Citizens with yourfelves, they fball be 
“s efleemed of divine Extract, 88 Hall bave Dominion over all other 
se Creatures +.” 

1. God, after having made the Ancgts (fays he). Would the 
Reader know what Sort of Angels he has here to do with? Our 
Advocate is filent. But honeſt Plato tells us their Names: Saturn, 
Rhea, Jupiter, Juno, and the reft of the Pagan Gods and Demons. 


© Plat. Phil. I. 4. c. 2. 5 1 P. 72. ‘ 
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ri N rd d daf tig v 5 Otpares wadas Oxeavor red 
Trbis lyric h. ix rr N, Doxus re J K. J Pia, &c. But if 
Philofopbers are to pafs for Apofles, why may not Heathen Gods 
ftand for Angels? Or thefe boly Angels Plato fays it would be Im- 
piety not to believe what the ancient Mythologiſts taught concerning 
them, EITE TEON ĝi roig ten ive her, ixyovois pay Nu Sow ws 
Spacer, capias di wu Tes abr wpoyeves eid b adir⁰ d Jeur wariy 
d rigid. Being now in the Humour, he tells us, that when God 
created Souls he diſpoſed them among /? the Stars: Eus ius N rò way 
d Yuxas icapibuus Tois drgeig, inue iran wpis A9 I hat 
they ſuffered Tranſmigrat ion into Brute, ird % sis deln Bio db 
airy puyi Ae, A waver. d e Této ir. xanleg, Tporor dv 
N xara rd òhoiõ ria THe TE TTE i,. Gç re roi dt 
iſa cad? Supis quem And is not this a likely Place to find Plato's 
real Sentiments concerning the Soul? 

2. But what do we talk of his real Sentiments? The Book, 
from whence our Advocate brings this Paſſage, contains not Plato's 
Sentiments at all, but another Man's, one Timæus Locrus, of whofe 
Book, de Anima Mundi, this Work of Plato's is a Comment, The 
Paflage in Queftion, particularly, being a Paraphrafe on thefe Words 
of Timeus, META & tay T% xéo pw oúçasm, Se *, 

But our Advocate, now grievoufly bemired, yet flounders on.— 
And again PLATO MUCH ro THE SAME PurposE says, * that after 
s God had formed the orld, be allotted the buman Soul to be difpojed 
“ of by Nature, as bis Vicegerent ,“ &c. Can the Reader now 
guefs whither we are fent to look for thefe Words? To 3 Plat. 
99. D. which fairly brings us a Mile beyond Plato, to a Treatiſe of 
Timæus Locrus, intituled De Anima Mundi. The {wallowing Sigonius 
for Cicero was a Trifle to this Exploit. Here he faw writ in fair 
Latin Characters, over the Page, Timæi Locri de Anima Mundi. If 
one did not know him, one fhould take him to be of the Humour of 
that Critic, who had a great mind that every thing that was good 
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Jhould be bis Favourite Author's. But he was puzzled with the two 
Titles. One was, the Timaus of Plato; the other, the Anima 
Mundi of Timeus. This was the deep Problem of the Horfe-mill, 
and Mill-borfe: But the beft of the Story is, he here again (as in 
the former Cafe of the Book of Laws and Epinomis) brings thefo 
Words of Timæus to confirm his Senfe of the foregoing Quotation 
from the Timeus of Plato; and fays, as well he might, ‘tis much 
to the fame Purpofe. This I remark to the Honour of his Penetra- 
tion. For though he did not know one was the Text, and the other 
the Comment, yet he found out by mere Dint of Sagacity, that they 
were very near a-kin. And this is all the Fruit of his Piatenic 
Journey. Unhappy Advocate! What a Progrefs haft thou made! 
from Plato nothing to the Purpofe, to no Plato at all! But we had 
beft ftop here, left the next Quotation ſhould be from No Body. And 
indeed "tis next to no body; tis from Apuleius, a Writer in the Chrif- 
tian Times. A Trick, now too ftale even to laugh at. 

We are come at laft to our Advocate’s Peroration, And to fay 
the Truth, it was Time for him to have done. Therefore, after all 
this (fays he) Mr. Warburton need not any longer admire, Sc. No 
truly, he has eafed me of this Paffion, The Admiring at a Free- 
thinker.—ZIs is very true, that fome few Exprefions now and. then 
may be found in the Writings of the Pbilgſophers, as, that the Soul is a 
Part of God; comes from Gad ; is difcerped from bim; is a Ray of the 
Divinity; is one with God, &c. if taken in a firic literal Senſe, 
might in fome Meafure anfwer Mr. Warburton’s Purpofe: Bur 
WHEN THE LITERAL SENSE IS PLAINLY ABSURD, and the Contrary 
maintained by a Multitude of clear Expręſſiont, we of courfe underfund 
them FIGURATIVELY *. Without doubt. So that when we are 
told Epicurus held the Sun and Moon to be no bigger than they 
deem; Pyrro, that nothing could be known; and Zeno, that all 
Crimes were equal; the literal Senſe being plainly abſurd; we mutt 
believe nothing of the Matter. But as he hath talked of the gu- 
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rative Terms of a Language, in which he underftands no Terms 
at all, he ſhould now learn to hold his Tongue, and hearken to 
his Teachers. The great Gaſſendi was incomparably the beft verfed 
in ancient Greek Philoſophy of any Man in thefe latter Ages, and 
he never dreamt of this more than figurative Folly of our Advocate. 
He knew the Greek and Latin Expreflions would bear no fuch In- 
terpretation: And therefore tells us roundly, that there was ſcarce 
an ancient Philofopher, who was not what we now call a Spinozi/. 
s+ Interim (lays he) tamen vix vl LI. fuere (que bumanæ Mentis Cali 
“ go, atque Imbecillitas ef) qui non inciderint in Errorem illum de 
„% RerusionE IN ANIMAM Munpi. Nimirum, ficut exiſlimarunt 
$t SINGULORUM ANIMAS PARTICULAS ESSE ANIME MUNDANA, 
10 guarum quælibet fuo Corpore, ut Aqua Vaſe, includeretur; ita & re- 
* putarunt unamquamque Animam, Corpore diffoluto, quafi difratto Vafe, 
«s efiuere, oc ANIMM MUNDI E QUA DEDUCTA FUERIT, ITERUM 
4% UNIRI “.“ . 

And now, after all that has paſſed between us, I may be allowed 
at parting to afk my namelefs Adverfary what he is ? Fis betters, 
when they went incognito, have been thus queftioned, and without 
Offence. The great Pythagoras himſelf was aſked it; and his An- 
ſwer will fit our Advocate as if it had been made for him. And 
that he may not be forced to defcend from his preſent Dignity of 
Quotation, I will prefs him no farther, but ſuppoſe he gives an En- 
quirer this, that his ancient Mafter made to Leon, Prince of the 
Phliafians, who aſked him what he was. Art (fays he) I know. 
none; but I am a PHILOSOPHER 4. 


XII. 


Let us conclude with a general View of our Advocate’s Perfor- 
mances. He will write againſt the Tbird Book of the Divine Lega» 
tion of Mofes ; But propoſes only to conſider what in bis Apprebene 
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fion affects the Argument. Yet of this Atle, for his Apprebenfion is 

not much, he has not confidered one tenth Part. And how that 
abounds in all kind of falfe Reafoning, and abjurd Quotation, we 
have given the Reader a kind of Specimen. But to make amends 
for an imperfet Repreſentation, he may be pleafed to take notice, 
that, befides all particular local Graces, there are FOUR GENERAL 
FalLLAcigs, that run throughout this noble Work. Two in Point 
of Quotation, two of Reafoning. 


I. The firft is in quoting Poets, or any body, inftead of Philo- 
ſophers. 

II. The fecond in quoting Philofphers after Chrif. 

III. The third in urging exoteric Doctrines for ęſoteric. 

IV. And the fourth in concluding from what was faid of falfe 
Gods, to what they thought of the true. 


I call thefe by the knavith Title the Schools of Philofophy have 
given them, which, like the Courts of Law, make no Provifion for 
Fools: But, upon my Word, Iam not fatisfied whether they be 
not very honeft Blunders. However, he has now his Choice to 
call them what he will, fo he no longer pretend to call them Ar- 
guments. 

His fir? Chapter, as J faid, is the only one with which I am con- 
cerned. His fecond is intituled, The Opinions of the Philofophers con- 
cerning a future State. It is made up of fome fix dozen of ill-chofen 
Quotations, which fo amazed him that he could not forbear faying 
on the Entrance to his Labour, It feems very ſurprixing, notwith- 
landing all the following Autkorities, and many more which no doubt 
this learned Gentleman muf have met with to the contrary, that be foould 
thus {peak of the Philofophers : + have examined their Writings with 
«s all the Exaéine/s I was able, and it appears evident to me that thefe 
s Men believed nothing of a future State of Rewards and Punifbments, 
“which they moft induftrioufly propagated in Society . By this 
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Time, I fuppofe, I have eafed him of his Surprize: So that we are 
now even by a reciprocal Cure. In one Point however he is right. 
He ſuppoſes I could have furniſhed him with many more Authorities. 
l could, I'l! aflure him: More than with fix hundred to his fix 
dozen. But it is pleafant to obferve, in this Chapter of Quotations, 
with what Judgment he brings in three Epicureans, Virgil, Lucian, 
and Celfus, to bear Witnefs to a future State of Rewards and Punith- 
ments, who without doubt believed what they faid. Honeſt Celfus 
cries out, under the Maſt and in the Tone of a modern Free-thinker, 
God forbid, that either they, or I, or any Man living, ſbould endea- 
vour to fubvert the Belief of a future State of Rewards and Punifbe . 
ments*, Who, when he hears this, can forbear concluding with 
our Advocate fay, when a Man talks in this manner, it is bardly 
poffible not to imagine bim in Earnęſt +. 

I call this his Chapter of Quotations. It is its proper Title: It is 
made up of them, and a jolly Company they are, but fo tranſcen - 
dently choſen and tranſlated, that ſome Time or other it may chance 
to become as famous as Scarron t Chapter of Horfe-Litters, which 
once, indeed, on a Time met together becauſe they were forced; 
but for all that each of them, while in the Difpofal of their Own- 
ers, was taking a different Road. At prefent I thall only defire the 
Reader to obferve, that the three firft of the four general Sopbiſins 
fhine throughout this Chapter with a diſtinguiſhed Luſtre. 

He has two more Chapters upon fomething or other; and then 
concludes with a Paftoral-Letter to the Free-thinkers, Ut soBRII ad 
evertendam Rempublieam Chrifianam accederent, ° 

Thus it hath been my Fortune to difpleafe the Bigots on both 
Sides. 1 make no Queftion, but the impartial Reader will be 
ready to congratulate with me on fo fair an Appearance of being 
in the Right. 

As for this fantaftic Zealot in the Caufe of Paganifm, I have 
ufed him, it is true, with little Ceremony. Let the Reader judge, 
if he deferved more. I had put my Name to what I wrote, and he 
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attacks mein fecret. Had either I concealed mine, or he told his, 
he might then have expected (if on other Accounts he had a Right 
to it) what the ufual Commerce of Civility demands between People 
upon equal Terms: But writing without a Name, in the Manner 
he has done, is leaſt of all excufable. For, when a Man’s Perſon 
or Reputation is attacked, I know little Difference between the Ruf- 
fian, and the Writer, in the Dark. 

I may be the rather allowed to {peak freely on this Head, becaufe 
I never yet wrote againft any Book or Author whiatfoever, any 
farther than occafional Reflections on particular Queftions, which 
No one can avoid who treats of Subjects like thofe I am engaged in.. 
Once indeed, and but once, I took upon myfelf the Honour of de- 
Sending a ſublime Genius againſt the Cavils of an injurious Pedant.. 
But an Attack by Anfwer, Remarks, Confutation, or any of the for- 
mal Apparatus of literary Affault, I never made on any Author 
whatfoever. To fay the Truth, I prize my Eafe and Quiet at too 
high a Rate, to hazard them in the Vain or éaterefed Employment 
of difcrediting any Popular or Party Writer whatfoever.——Nec 
quifquam noceat Cupido mihi Pacis ! 

I thould now, perhaps, crave Pardon of the feverer Reader for 
the Levities that have efcaped me both bere and in the Preface. But 
if he that lofes may have leave to ſpeak, fure he that’s libell'd though 
he lofes nothing, may have leave to laugh. And what elfe was to 
be done with my Doctor and Student? who, whether they railed or 
reafoned, how much foever in their own Profeffions, were ftill on 
the wrong Side common Senfe and common Honefty. For they: 
have managed Things fo well, that the one has loft his Regſoning in 
the Study or the Law, and the other his Charity in Defence of the 
Gofpel. Beſides, on fome Occafions, what Mortal can forbear ? Who 
would have ſuſpected our folemn tragic Doctor for a rifible Animal? 
Yet there are Seafons, when his own Blunders difpofe him to be 
jocular, and he irreverently aims at Wit with the Face of an Dia 
Inquifitor *. 


See The Weekly Miſcellany throughout. in 
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In Conclufion, If any Man (to ufe the Words of a great Writer) 
EQUAL TO THE MATTER », fball think it appertains bim to take in 
Hand this Controverfy, either excepting againft aught written, or per- 
Juaded be can fhew better how this Queftion may receive a true Deter- 
mination ; if bis Intents be fincere to the Public, and ſball carry him on 
without BirTEaness fo the Opinion or to the Person diffenting, let 
him not, I intreat him, guefs by the Handling which meritorioufly bath 
been beowed on thefe Objetts of Contempt and Laughter, that I account 
it any Difpleafure done to me to be contradicted in Print: But as it 
kads to the Attainment of any thing more true, fhall efteem it a Benefit: 
and foall know bow to return bis CIVIL ITY and FAIR ARGUMENT in 
Juch Sort, as be foall confefs that to do fo it my Choice, and to have done 
thus was my Chance. 


© Mr. Chubb, I am told, has addreffed fomething or other to me at the End of his 
late Difcourfe on Miracles, I fuppofe he only wants my Acknowledgments : and he 
fhall have them: For the reafon above fhews why I mutt always decline his kind Overs 
tures of farther Acquaintance. I conſeſe then he is a very extraordinary Perfon: and 
think he may fay with the ſubtil Peafant in Moliere—Oui, f j'avois ctudis, j’aurois été 
Songer à des chofes où l'on n’a jamais fongé. 


POST- 
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In Anfwer to fome Osyecrions of Dr. SYKES. 


O put Things of a Sort together, I ſhall take this Occafion 

to pay my Reſpects to the Author of the Principles and Con- 
nexion of natural and revea. td Religion o, who has honoured me, in 
paffing, with a couple of random Reflexions. A kind of Fatality 
feems to attend thefe Gentlemen; who, when I lie fo open to them, 
have ftill the Luck to offer at me in the wrong Place. 

In his 399th Page he has theſe Words: It is not of any Mo- 
ment to enter further into what Philofophers have faid, when: 
they attempt to account for the Soul's Eternity. Common Senfe 
** taught them, that real proper Punifhments were inflicted upon 
s Men for Sins. Who can read Plato’s Gorgias (which is not 
** ranked amongft the Exoterics by a late Writer, in which alons: 
* the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments, he 
thinks, are [is] detailed out); who can rea} that, and conceive that 
% Plato did not really believe a State ot. future Punifhments and 
„Rewards? When he had profefled at large, how wicked Men 
are puniſhed, and how good Men are rewarded in a future S: ate, 
“he declares That to be bis full Perfuafion, and from thence it was, 
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s thet be endeavoured to appear before his Judge baving a mof pure 
„ Soul. And if they imagined Men to be punifbed for Sin, and re- 
« warded for Virtue, even ſuppoſing this was talked of in a Way 
+t that might be proved fabulous, yet the Doctrine itfelf was un- 
% fhaken. Suppoſe the Fables of Acheron, and Styx, and Cocytus, 
s and Elyfian Fields, may be all demonftrated to be falfe; yet it 
does not follow, that the Thing conveyed under thefe Words 
4s were [was] believed to be all falfe. It does not follow that Souls 
s were believed to die, or to be uncapable of receiving Punith- 
1 ments or Rewards: but only that this Manner of reprefenting 
them is falie . Theſe are his Words; and they deferve to be 
well confidered. 

It is not of any Memos (he fays) to enter further into what Phi- 
lofophers have faid, wher they attempt to account for the Soul's ETER- 
nity. I thought it of great Moment. I am fure I found it of 
great Difficulty. And if I have ill explained what the Philofophers 
meant hy the Soul's Eternity, one Reafon was, that J wanted more 
Helps than Antiquity would afford me. But it is the Privilege of 
veteran Difputers, to want nothing but willing Hearers. But why 
will he enter no further, when he goes out of his Way to pay me 
this Viſit? 

Becaufe common Senfe (he fays) taught them, that real proper Paniſb- 
ments were inflictea upon Men for Sins. I have fhewn from Faé that 
common Senfe did not teach them. No matter: He will prove 
from Reafon that it did. His Argument is plain and fimple. Com- 
mon Senfe might teach them: therefore common Senfe did teach 
them. This it is to be a practiſed Difputant. It is but knowing 
what common Senſe might teach, and he will prefently tell you, by 
his Scale of Logic, what it did. By the fame way, I make no 
doubt, he could prove that the Epicureans believed a Providence: 
the Stoics Inequality of Crimes; and the Pyrrbonians the Certainty 
of Truth. He has only to thew that common Senfe taught them, or 
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was ready to teach them; and we have only to believe, that they- 
were as ready to /earn. I had myfelf a kind of Guefs, that common 
Senſe might have taught the Philofopbers that real proper Punifbments 
were inflitled upon Men fir Sins; and had I known no more of An- 
tiquity than this Writer has entered into, tis ten to one but I had 
concluded as he does, that common Senfe did teach them. Though 
hardly, I think, after another had clearly thewn the Contrary from 
Antiquity. However, the Reader may not be diſpleaſed to hear 
how much I gave to common Senfe in the Introduction to my Dif- 
courfe on the Philofophers. Theſe were my Words:“ It will be 
t proper to premife, that the Conftitution of the Greek Philofo- 
„ phy being above meafure refined and ſpeculative, it always ufed 
% to be determined by metapbyfical rather than moral Principles; 
4% and to ftick to all Conſequences, how abfurd foever, that were 
« feen to arife from fuch Principles. Of this we have a famous 
4 Inſtance in the ancient Democritic Philofophy, &e.——So well 
„ fupported, we fce, is that Cenfure which a celebrated French 
% Writer paſſes upon them: When the Philgſephers once befot them- 
ss felves with a Prejudice, they are even more incurable than the 
* People themfelves: becaufe they befot themfelves not only with the 
«s Prejudice, but with the falfe Reafoning employed to fupport it. 
“The Reverence and regard to metaphyfical Principles being fo 
1 great, we thall fee, that the Greek Philofophers mutt of neceſſity 
0 reject the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punithments, 
tc how many invincible moral Arguments foever there really be in 
4 Support of it, when we come to fhew, that there were two meta- 
« phyfical Principles concerning God and the Sul, univerfally em- 
“ braced by all, which neceflarily exclude all Notion of a future 
+s State of Reward and Punifhment *. 

In the Concluſion I repeat the fame Obfervation in the following 
Words :—** Thefe two Errors in the metaphyfical Speculations of 
the Philofophers, concerning the Nature of God and of the Soul, 
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s were what neceflarily kept them from giving Credit to a Doctrine 
“ highly probable in itſelf, and rendered fo even by themfelves, 
“ from many moral Confiderations, perpetually preached up to the 
“ People. But, as we obferved before, it was their ill Fate to be 
s determined, in their Opinions, rather by metaphyfical than moral 
Arguments. This is feen by comparing the Belief and Conduct 
* of Socrates with the reft. IIe was fingular in confining himſelf 
* to the Study of Adorality, and as fingular in believing the Doc- 
« trine of a future State of Reward and Puniſhment. What could 
** be the Caufe of this latter Singularity but the former? Of which. 
«it was a natural Confequence. For, having thrown alide all 
*¢ other Speculations, he had nothing to miflead him. Whereas the 
« reft of the Philofophers applying themſelves, with a kind of Fa- 
1 naticifm, to Phyfics and Metaphyfics, had drawn a Number of 
« abſurd, though fubtile Conclufions, that directly oppofed the 
* Confequences of thoſe moral Arguments. And as it is common: 
« for Parents to be fondeſt of their weakeſt and moft deformed Offs- 
“ pring, fo thefe Men, as we faid, were always more twayed by 
their metaphyfical than moral Conclufions . Now this was all 
could, in Conſcience, allow to common Senfe, when Antiquity 
ftood fo direétly in my Way. 

But left it fhould be faid he had overlooked ul! Fact, he 
has thought fit to make the following Obſervation: bo can 
read Plato's Gorgias (which is not ranked amongft the Exoterics 
by a late M riter, in which alone the Dofirine of a future State of Re- 
wards and Pun foments, be thinks, is detailed out); who can read that, 
and conceive that Plato did not really believe, &c. The Force of 
this Obfervation, the Reader fees, lies in the Parenthefis, that T 
bave not ranked the Gorgias of Plato amongf bis Exoterics. But how, 
if this be falfe? Let the following Words of the Divine Legation 
determine: It is very true, that, in his Writings, he [Plato] in- 
„ culcates the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punith- 
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< ments; but this always in the groſſeſt Senfe of the Populace,— 
«s that the Souls of ill Men defcended into Affes or Sevine,—that the 
4 uninitiated lay in Mire and Filth: that there were three Judges 
“ of Hell; and talks much of Styx, Cocytus, Acheron, &c. and all 
6 fo ferioufly as ſnews he had a mind to be believed. But did he 
« himſelf believe them? We may be aſſured he did not v. Where, 
at the Word ferioufly, I expreffly refer to the Gorcras, Phædo, and 
Republic. Now, if the Phedo and Reprölic (as he will not deny) 
be of the exoreric Kind, and 1 place the Gorgias in the fame Clais, 
is not this ranking the Gorgias amongft the Exoterics ? What then was 
it that could induce this Writer to fay, I had not ranked it there? 
Was it the following Paflage? „But binus, an old Platonif, 
« has, in fome meajure, ſupplied this Lofs (namely, the Lofs of a 
“ Treatite of Numenius, concerning the fecret Doctrine of Plato} 
“ by his Introduction to the Dialogues of Plato. From whence it 
1% appears, that thofe very Books, in which Plato details out the 
Doctrine of a future State of Reward and Punithment, are all of 
ce the exoteric Kind. For in that Cat Albinus ranks the Criton, 
% Phado, Minos, Sympofium, Laws, Epiflles, Epinomis, Menexenus, 
sc Clitopbon, and Philebus +.” If this were the Paſſage, tis plain the 
Writer miftook the latter Part for a formal Lift of Plato's exoteric 
Writings. But the very Words might have taught him better: 
(I only fay that ia that Clafs Albinus ranks fuch and fuch Tracts ) 
Efpecially if he had looked into the Difcourfe referred to: where 
he would have found the Reafon why I expreſſed myſelf in that 
Manner. And I don't ufe to write at hazard, as hy as he 
thinks me. Albinus, in his fifth Section, divides Plato's Dia- 
logues into Clafies. Not into the two general ones of exo‘eric 
and eſoteric; but into the more minute, and different, of natural. 
moral, dialeétic, confutative, civil, explorative, obftetric, and ſubwerſive $. 
Div. Leg. vol. II. p. 64. + Ibid, p. 6r. 
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It will be afked then, how ] came to fay, that Albinus ranked the Cri- 
tin, Pbado, Minos, Sympoftum, Laws, E-piples, Epinomis, Menexenus, 
Cliteplan and Pbjlebus, in the exoteric Clafs? For this plain Reafon, 
he fays they were all of the civi? Kind. And I hope 1 need not tell 
the learned Reader, that all of that Kind were exoterical. And now 
it is teen why I might well ſuppoſe the Gorgias of the exoferic Kind; 
and yet, why I could not ufe A.binuss Authority for placing it with 
the reft: Becauſe it is evidently of the cru/ Clafs, and yet not 
ranked there by that old P/atonif. The Reafon of his different 
Aſſignment was this: The Gorgias is a Dialogue concerning the 
Ute and Abuſe of Rhetoric. The Sophifts had abufed this Art to 
pervert public Juſtice, and to amaſs Wealth and Power. They are 
here thewn that its true Ufe was to aid and inforce the Laws, and 
to render the Members of a Community wifer and better. Hence, 
in Conclufion, the Author takes occafion to inforce the Practice of 
Virtue from the Confideration of future Rewards and Punifhments: 
his ufual Manner of concluding his political Difcourfes ; the Gore 
gias being, indeed, properly a Supplement to the Books of Law and 
Republic: But it being at the fame time altogether employed in 
overturning the Practice of the Sophifs, was, I fuppofe, the Reafon 
why Albinus thought it came more naturally into that Clafs which 
he calls /ubverfive. This is a true Account of the Gorgias; as 
well as of my plain Scntiments, concerning it, in the firt Volume 
of The Divine Legation... And yet this Writer cries out, Who can 
read the Gorgias, and conceive that Plato did not really believe a fu- 
ture State of Rewards and Punifhments? Rather, let me afk, Who 
that bas read the Gorgias, can talk at this rate? 
Well, but his Reaſon: When he [Plato] had profeffed at large, 
% how wicked Men are puniſhed, and how good Men are rewarded 
“ in a future State, he declares that to be bis full Perfuafion, and 
“s from thence it was, that be endeavoured to appear before bis Fudge 
** having a mof pure Soul.” The original is, Exe pir dv, & Kæri- 
xus, THO TOTTON TON AON vi ,t, & exon orus 
are,] TH xpa ws ö ug,] ix v uy. Flere, we fee, 
the 
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the Writer has funk upon us the important Words ume rére» tav 
ayan, upon which the whole Sentence turns. This could hardiy 
be by Chance. The Reaſons of the Omiſſion are but too evident. 
"Eye uir dy, & Kalais, TNO TOTTON TON AOraN sinucpei, 
I am perfuaded (fays the Speaker) O Callicles, on THE AuTHoRITY 
or THESE Doctrines. Say you fo? To underftand then how 
Jull the Perfuafion was, we muft conſider what Credibility the/e 
Doétrines had. Now he that reads the Gorgias will find, that they 
confifted of a long fabulous Account of the Eftablifoment of the three 
Judges of Helis: And of a ſtrange Opinion, that the Dead not only 
retained the vifible Marks of the Paſſions and Affections of the Soul, 
but alfo the Scars and Blemiſhes of the Body +. It was on the Au- 
thority, therefore, of thefe goodly Doctrines, that the Speaker 
founds his Belief: and what is more, it was to thefe Doétrines 
that the very Words, in which he expreſſes this Belief, zallude: 
Arent, të KPITH), relating to the infernal Judges; and the 
TTIEZTATHN tay Quy, the mof found or bealthy Soul, to its 
Affections, Marks and Blemifhes. The Speaker therefore muft of 
eourſe believe a future State thus circumftanced, if he believed any 
future State at all. Here is no room for the Writer's Evafion : who 
ſuppoſes the Philofophers might rejec? the Fables of Acheron, and 
Styx, and Cocytus, and Elyfian. Fields, and yet believe the Thing 
conveyed under thefe Words. For here the Belief of the Thing is ex- 
prefly faid to be built on the Authority of thofe Fables: But thofe 
Fables our Author gives up as not really believed. By his Favour 
therefore 1 would conclude that the Thing built upon them was 
not believed. 

But as I little thought this Writer would have had the better 
of me on the believing Side, I will fuppofe, as he does contrary to 
Evidence, that the Speaker did indeed in this Place deliver his real. 


Tom. I. p. 523. Ed. Serr. See Div. Leg. vol. I. p. 271, & feq, 
+ Plato, ut fupra, tom. I. p. 524. See Div. Leg. vol. I. p. 276. 
Sen- 
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Sentiments. Let us fee now what will come of it. He afks, Who 
can read the Gorgias, and conceive, that Plato did not really believe 
awhen be bus profeffed at large. So then; the Difpute between us 
is, Whether Pr Aro believed a tuture State of Rewards and Punith- 
ments? And, to prove that PLato did, he gives me a Speech of 
Socrates. For unluckily what he quotes for the Words of Plate 
are the Words of his Mafler ; who, I have endeavoured to thew, by 
better Reaſons than fuch a kind of Speech, did really believe a future 
State of Rewards and Puniſhments. 

But he goes on: — And ir THEY IMAGINED Men to be puniſbed 
Jor Su, and rewarded for Virtue, even fuppofing that this was talked 
of ina Hay that might be Proven fubulous, yet the Doctrine itfelf 
svas unſbulen. Without doubt, if I will allow they imagined a fu- 
ture State of Rewards and Puniſnments, he will prove they believed 
one; that being the Conclufion he feems to aim at in the aukwerd 
Ex preſſion of—proved fabulous, and— was unfbaken. For the Point 
between us is not about what was rue or falfe, but about what was 
believed or dliſbelievrd. But he himſelf ſeems diflatisfied with his 
Expreſſion, and therefore attempts to mend it in this Repetition 
(for it would be hard that he who begs his Queſtion, fhould not be 
able to get to his Conclufion). Suppoſe the Fables of Acheron, and 
Styx, and Cocytus, ond Elyfian Fields, may be all DEMONSTRATED 
to be falfe, yet it does not follow, that the Thing conveyed under thefe 
Words was believed to be all falfe. Here again his Words, demon- 
Hrated to be fiſſe, leave him juft where he was. For nothing can 
be concluded concerning the Philofophers believing or not believing 
a Thing, from our demonfrrating it to be true or falfe. His Expreſ· 
fion fails him here again. He therefore attempts it a third time. It 
does not follow, that Souls were believed to die, or to be uncapable of 
receiving Punifoments or Rewards, but only that this manner of repre- 
fenting them is FALSE. As ill as ever! He is ftill in the very 
Place where he fet owt. And that which at firſt fo perplexed him 
has ſtuck by him through all his Variation of Phrafe—Is falfe, for, 
was not believed. As if the Philofophers muft needs difbelieve all 

that 
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that was falfe, and believe all that was true. And indeed it feems 
to have been this ſtrange Prepoſſeſſion that has made him run into 
all his Confuſion of Language. A Diſeaſe that fatally infected the 
Lawyer of late Memory. I put his expreſſions in the moft favour- 
able Light. For if there be no Blunder, there is much Malice > 
The Period (fuppofing the Words accurate) tending to prove the. 
Credibility of a Future State of Rewards and Punifhments; which, 
being directed againft my Difcourfe, neceffarily infinuates, that 1 
had wrote ſomething againſt that Credibility. But J have too good. 
Opinion of his Honefty, to believe this to be his fecret Pur- 
pofe. 

What therefore this Writer fo fruitlefsly labours to bring forth, is- 
this fimple Conception, That the Philofophers might believe the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Puniſhments in general, 
and yet difbelieve all the particular Fables of the Populace concern- 
ing it. But thofe who are acquainted with Antiquity, will know, 
that this was not, and could not be the Cafe. I have given a Reaion: 
in the firt Volume * of Tbe Divine Legation, to thew, it was not, in. 
thefe Words: We have given juft above a Quotation from Tully's. 
“ Oration for Cluentius, in which he having ridiculed the popular 
% Fables concerning a future State, fubjoins, / thefe be falfe, as ali 
Men fee they are, what bath Death deprived us of befides a Senfe of 
% Pain? Nam nunc quidem quid tandem illi mali Mors attulit * 
< Nifi forte ineptiis ac fabulis ducimur, ut exiſtimemus illum apud In- 
i feros Impiorum fupplicia perferre, &c. Qua fi falfa funt, id quod 
1 omnes intelligunt, quid ei tandem aliud Mors eripuit preter fenfum 
t doloris? From this Inference of Cicero's it appears, that we have 
‘¢ not concluded amifs, when, from feveral Quotations, interſperſed 
s throughout this Work, in which a Diſbelief of the common Notion 
of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments is implied, we have 
« inferred the Writer's Disbelief of a future State of Rewards and 
* Punifhments in general.” There are many Reafons likewiſe, 


Dir. Leg. ed gto. vol. II. p. 83. 
why 
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why it could not be the Cafe; too long indeed to mention here; how- 
ever, I will juft hint at one. The Pagan Notion of a future State 
of Rewards and Punifhments was founded in old Tradition: But 
that Tradition, which conveyed down the general Doctrine, brought 
along thefe Cireumfances of it. But I forget, that Iam arguing 
with an Enemy to all Tradition: Who, as highly as he advances 
the Knowledge of the Philofophers, yet is unwilling to allow they 
were indebted for it to any thing but their own Reafon. So entirely 
has that childith Sophifm got the better of him: Vhatfoever Rea- 
fon might teach, it did teach. But how has he made out his Point? 
Bv encountering a few weak Efforts of the Fathers in Support of 
traditional Knowledge. He has great reaſon to boaft his Victory: 
It is like his who triumphed for having tript up a Cripple. But 
Reverence for Age ſhould difpofe us to {pare the Fathers, efpecially 
when more able-bodied Men ſtand in our Way. Till he meet with 
theſe. I would recommend the following Fact to his Conſideration. 
The more ancient Philofophers, in the Delivery whether of their 
moral, natural, or theologic Principles, conftantly recommend them 
on this Footing, that they received them from Trapitrion: One 
Truth came from a Prigſt of this Religion; and another from the 
Sacred Books of that. Scarce any thing is ever reprefented as the 
Deduction of their own Reafoning : Though fuch a Reprefentation 
had been attended with much Honour, and we know they were im- 
moderately fond of Glory. Now if this were the Cafe, I only atk, 
Why forould we not believe them? 


II. 


The Writer's fecond Remark begins thus: It has been main- 
** tained indeed by fome, that all that the old Philoſophers held, 
“ was a natural Metempfychofs, or a Tranfition from one Body to 
another, without any moral Defignation whatfoever. But furely 
this Conclufion is too hafty: For when it was faid, that the 
“ Souls of ill Men defcended into Aſes or Swine, they did not fup- 
*¢ pofe the Souls of good Men fo to defcend. The Souls of evil 

„Men, 
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„ Men, e. g. of Murderers, went into the Bodies of Beafls, thofe of 
s lafcivious Men into the Bodies of Swine or Goats, work xoracw, for 
„ Punifoment, fays Timæus Locrus. Was this done for Puniſhment, 
and yet was no Regard paid to the Morals of wicked Men * }” 

It bath been maintained (fays he) by fome, that the old Phil:fopbers 
held only a natural Metempfychofis—but furely this Conclufion is too 
2% Who it is that has been too hafty, is fubmitted to the Judg- 
ment of the Public: Whether I, in concluding from a hundred well- 
weighed Circumftances; or He, in cenſuring from one only, and 
that, as we thall fee, neither weighed nor underftood. 

But it is too hafly, For when it was san, that the Souls of ill Men 

defcended into Affes or Swine, they did not fuppofe the Souls of good 
Men fo to deſcend. How are we to underſtand him? If by saip be 
only meant taught, then, from what they faid of the Souls of ill 
Men, nothing can be concluded, concerning what they surroszp or 
believed of the Souls of good Men: Becauſe it was their Way to fay 
one Thing and /uppofe another. But if by sarp we are to under- 
ſtand fuppofed or believed, then I will readily grant, that, / they 
Suppofed the Souls of ill Men to defcend, they did not fuppofe the Souls 
of good Men fo to defcend. But why this to me? Did J ever fay, 
the old Philofophers /uppofed, that is, believed, that the Souls of ill 
Men defcended into Aſes or Swine? He would infinuate I did; as 
appears not only from his Addrefs, but from his plain Allufion to 
the following Words of my Book: However, it is true, that in bis 
Writings be [Plato] inculcates the Doctrine of a future State of Reward 
and Punifbment—that the Souls of ill Men deſcended into Aſes and 
Swine—did he himfelf believe it? we may be aſſured he did not +, &c.” 
Was it from theſe Words he gathered, that I held, Plato /uppofed, 
what, Town, he inculcated? Let him look again, and I imagine 
he will alter his Opinion. But he will ftill fay, though J do not 
hold, that the ancient Philofophers fo /uppofed; yet, what is more 
to the Purpofe, an ancient Philofopber does. 


Divine Legation, vol. II. p. 53. + Ib. vol. II. p. 64. 
Vol. VI. li For 
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For thus he goes on: The Souls of evil Men, e. g. of Murderers, 
avent into the Bodies of Beat, thofe of lafcivicus Men into the Bodies of 
Swine and Goats, wii xéracw, for Punifbment, SAYS TIMAUS 
Locavs. Was this done for Puniſbment, and yet was no Regard paid 
to the Morals of wicked Men? This is indeed amazing! The 
Reader cannot forget, that I quoted this very Paflage at large “, 
as the moft inconteſtable Evidence, that the Pyibagoreans did not 
believe one Word of all they taught concerning the Souls of ill Men 
dejeending into the Bodies of Brutes for Punifoment ; Timæus Locrus 
prefacing the Relation of thofe Tranſitions in thefe very Words: 
For as we fometimes cure the Body with unwholefome Remedies, when 
fuch as are moft wholefome bave no Effect, SO WE RESTRAIN THOSB 
Ni xps ey FALSE RELATIONS which will not be perfuaded by the true: 
There is a Neceffity therefore of infilling the Dread of thofe foreign Tor- 
ments. As that the Soul foifts and changes its Habitation; that the 
Coward is thruj? ignominioufly into a Woman's Form, the Murderer 
inpriſoned within the Furr of a Savage, the Lofcivious condemned to 
animate a Boar or Sow t, Cc. Ne yap ta capella roowdso: wixa 
t yidroutc, exa un oxi reg Gyumilarcis? Jr tag dux emelpyoues, 
WETAEZI AOPOLS, exa uy ayias arabier ALyoulo Ò avayeaius S 
Tipupion Livers vig pélerdvopivar rav quxdv, Taw piv Sehiv ts Yura oxe» 
vt, web bc id. & nua · rd d f is Nylon H MOTI KOc- 
AASIN: xAg⁵ , ic ouir À xamgu popas . 

Did Timaus Locrus then fuppofe, i. e. believe, that the Souls of i 
Men defcended into Brutes? Does he not exprefsly tell us he fup- 
pofed they did not, but that thefe Fables were inculcated in order 
to reftrain the Populace from Vice? To tamper then with my own 
Evidence, and to turn it againſt me in this Manner, as if nothing 
had been faid, is fo new a Stroke in Controverfy, that we have yet 
no Name for it; but, on Occafion, fhall now be able to aflign it a 
Patronymic. 

However, to do the Writer Juſtice, I muĝ be fo fair to fay, that 
it may admit of fome Doubt, whether ever he read this Paflage in 

Divine Legat. vol. II. p. 53. ¢ Ibid. $ De Anima Mundi, fub fne. 
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The Divine Legation, or only in the Letters to Serena, a Book that 
undergoes his Cenfure in the fame Place where I am fo unhappy 
to incur it. I am inclined to think the latter, from this remark- 
able Circumftance. The Author of the Letters to Serena had tranf- 
lated ic cuar À KATIPON es, into the Forms of Swine or Goats “. 
And fo too has this Writer: info the Bodies (fays he) of Swine or 
Goats +, which is fo ſingular an Interpretation, that, notwith- 
ftanding the Proverb, that good Wits jump, I can hardly think them 
to be both original. But perhaps that excellent Correſpondent of 
Serena's had here a mind to thew his Learning; and knowing, that 
the Tyrrhenians, a Greek Colony in Italy, uſed xemp@. for a Gut, he 
would conclude, by Analogy, that the Locriant, another Greek 
Colony in Italy, did the fame. Again, Timæus Locrus fays, ts Ju- 
giar ch.; Toland, into Beafts of Prey. This Writer, ints the Bo- 
dies of Beafts. Here, where Toland is right, he leaves him; but 
fticks charitably by him while he continues wrong. For Ny fig- 
nifies Bean of Prey: And that precife Idea is required to complete 
the Senfe; the Habitation of the Murderer being here fpoken of. 
Again, Timæus fays, word cc, which Toland faithfully renders 
Sor a Punifbment ; and which this Writer particularly inſiſts on, as 
the very Cream of his Argument: Murderers (fays he) went into 
the Bodies of Beafts, thofe of laſcivious Men into the Bodies of Swine 
or Goats, wa xcdacw, FOR PUNISHMENT, fays Timæus Locrus. 
Was this done for Punifbment, and yet, &c. But here I muft retract 
my Suſpicion; for from this laft Inftance it would feem, that he 
had read and compared my Tranflation, in which the Engl/b of 
thofe formidable Words, wort xodaes, is not literally to be found. 
And now the Secret is out. He ſeems to ſuppoſe I omitted them, 
as confcious of their containing fome ſtrange Matter againſt my gene- 
ral Opinion. Butin truth, it was partly, becaufe they were redun- 
dant; Timæus reprefenting the whole Affair under the general Idea 
of a Punifoment; and partly, becaufe the Senſe of wort xcàasw was 
comprifed in the Word imprifoned, which I ufed in the very Cafe to 


Letters to Serena, p. 58. + P. 402 of his Connexions, &e. 
Ii 2 which 
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which thofe Words are applied. As to the Idea itſelf, that was fo far 
from hurting my Argument, that it could not do without it. 

He goes on: Thy (the Philoſophers] really conceived Punifbments 
and Rewards of evil or good Aetions in Men; and fome imagined a 
Punifbment by the means of Tranfmigration, others imagined a Puniſb- 
ment infliiled in Elades, others BY IMMEDIATE Acts oF Provi- 
DENCE; and ail fuppofed Rewards or Punifbments, notwithfunding 
they might treat as Fables the Stories of Cocytus and Acheron *. He 
ſticks to his Point, we fee; and will ftill have it, that they believed 
a Hil, though they treated the Stories of Cocytus and Acheron as 
Fables, which (to tell him my Mind once for all) is juft as if one 
fhould fay, fome among us believe the Miferies of the King’s-Bench- 
Priion, and yet treat the Stories of Jailors, Turnkeys, Bailiffs, and 
Attorneys, as mere Fables. But what have immediate Acls of Provi» 
dence to do in this Period? Did not | endeavour to prove, that all 
the Theiftical Philofophers believed a Providence in this Life? 
Thefe Words therefore, as they are found in a Paragraph that re- 
lates folely to my peculiar Opinion, 1 can confider in no other Light 
than as a falfe Infinuation ad invidiam. 

J have now attended this Writer quite through his little Excur- 
fion. Let us fee how he returns to himfelf; However, what I 
contend for, is, that the Heatuen held a moral [a future] State of 
Rewards and Punifbments, according to Good and Evil done bere +. 
It is worthy his Contention ; and I ſhould be ready to be his Second 
in it. But why then fhould he go out of his Way, and contend for 
another ‘Thing that will do neither himſelf nor his Caufe any Cre- 
dit? I mean him Honour, when I fay bis Caufe: For I really 
believe it to be the Caufe of Chriftianity. Now, I conceive this 
not at all advanced by endeavouring to thew that the facred Writers 
had but fmall reafon for their harfh Cenſure of the Greek Philoſo- 
phy t; as the contending for its Orthodoxy in this Point effectively 
does. But 1 will ſuppoſe the facred Writers have been mifunder- 


* Connexions, &e. p. 403. t Ib. ꝛ Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 134- 
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ftood. And perhaps this may be no great Reflexion upon any Party ; 
if we confider, that the Janſeniſts, ſcarce inferior to any in their 
Talents of Reafoning and Criticifm, have ftrangely miſtaken thoſe 
Cenfures, while they underftood them to be directed againft human 
Science in general. I fuppofed therefore, that, to fhew the facred 
Writers only cenfured the Greek Philofophy, and that it deferved 
their Cenfure, was not one of the leaſt Services one might render 
to our holy Religion. But the Occafion now feems to be more 
urgent. ‘The Pretenfions of thefe Philofophers have been of late 
highly advanced. The Author of the Book, intituled, Future Re- 
wards and Punifhments believed by the Ancients, hath, we fee, forced 
the infpired Teachers of Mankind to give them the right hand of 
Fellowfhip. I had expofed their prophane and vain Babblings in one 
capital Inftance, becaufe it came direétly into my particular Defign; 
as well for that I thought it ufeful to Revelation in general. I did 
not then indeed imagine the Neceſſity fo preſſing. I may hereafter 
perhaps find Occafion to examine thefe fpurious Rivals of the Apof- 
tolic Function on every Head of Morality and Religion, in the man- 
ner I have already done on one; and fully vindicate the Majefty of 
Sacred Writ in the juft Sentence it hath paffed upon them. 
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L E T T E R 
To the Richt REVEREND 


Dr. RICHARD SMALLBROOK, 


Lord Bifhop of LICHFIELD and COVENTRY. 


My Lorp, 


HIS Trouble is occafioned by a Paffage in your Lordthip’s 

late printed Charge * to your Clergy, in which you have 
been pleafed to cenfure me by Name with fome Franknefs, and, I 
am forry to fay, with equal Injuſtice. 

The Regard due to your Lordſhip's Order, efpecially while in 
Difcharge of your Function, would have certainly reftrained me 
from complaining of ought that was a mere Declaration of your 
Lordfhip’s Diflike of my Writings. It is your Lordfhip’s Right and 
Duty to warn your Clergy againſt all ill Books: And your Lord- 
ſhip is, in that Place and on that Occafion, an authorized Denouncer 
of what are fo. Had your Lordthip therefore only faid, that The 
Divine Legation was a very bad Book, I had not attempted, by any 
Addrefs of this Nature, to difturb you in the quiet Poſſeſſion of your 
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Opinion. But when a Reafon added to that Declaration turns your 
vague Cenſure into a formal Accufation, then, my Lord, it becomes 
equally my Right and Duty to defend my Character, if 1 find it 
miftaken. 

To put the Public therefore (which your Lordthip has forced me 
to appeal to) in Poſſeſſion of the Fact, it will be neceſſary to go fo 
far back as to tell them what it is your Lordthip fays you propofe 
to make the Subject of your Charge. It is (in your own Words) to 
lay before your Clergy fome Reafons, drawn from the Cbriſtian Revels- 
tion itfelf, which evince the Pretenfions of Morality antecedently to divine: 
Revelation, to be carried much too high, and vindicate the Chriftian 
Faith, as well as Morality, from thofe nvipious INsisvaT tons that 
have been been CAST upon them by SEVERAL LATE WRITERS, WHO 
will occafionally be ANIMADVERTED upon in the following Difcourfe *.. 

Your Lordſhip having gone through your Reaſons, comes, in 
Page 24, to dtaw your Inferences from them. The fecond of 
which, you tell us, is, That though Chriftian Morality is much 
% fuperior to that of all other Religions, yet it does not of itſelf 
“ (that is abſtractedly from the Faéts recorded in the Gofpel,. with 
& which it is incorporated) evince the Truth, though it. does moft 
clearly the Excel/ency of the Cbriſtian Religion. It is certain (fays- 
your Lordfhip) that the Reafonablenefs and Sanétity of the moral 
4 Precepts of the Gofpel give great Advantages to Chriftianity, as. 
compared with any other. Religion ancient or modern. And this 
of itfelf is fufficient to give a well - diſpoſed Mind very favourable 
Thoughts of the Chriſtian Religion, and to induce it to make 
*¢ farther Enquiries into the Truth of thoſe Facts which eftablith 
*¢ its Divine Authority. And this is as far as the Argument needs 
„to be puſhed; and in fact it is as far as one of the beft modern 
“ Apologifts for the Truth of Chriftianity, the moft learned. 
* Grotius, in Concurrence. with the principal Apologitts among 
“ the Ancients, and more effecially the tamous Origen, thought 
4% fit to urge it. It is clear that they thought themfelves obliged: 

Page 2. 
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* only to thew, that the Morality of the Gofpel does vaſtly excel 
* that of all other Religious and Moral Inftitutions, and is moft 
** worthy of God in all refpe&ts. But neither they nor any other 
« thoughtful Perfons, that have formerly engaged on this Subject 
« (as far as I can recollect) have thought it reaſonable to lay fo 
«t great a Strefs on the Excellency of the Morals of the Gofpel, con · 
s fidered diftin€ly from the Faé?s of the Gofpel, and in their own 
Nature folely, as neceſſarily to infer from thence the Certainty 
*¢ of the Chriftian Revelation. And much lefs have they aſſerted, 
*¢ as has been done by fome Lats Waiters, that the Morality of 
10 the Gofpel, which they call the internal Evidence of it (though 
“ indeed it has not the Nature of Evidence properly fo called), is 
t the ſtrongeſt Evidence of the Truth of Chriftianity, and is highly 
4s fuperior to all its external Evidence, that is, the Evidence which 
4 arifes from the Faé?s recorded in the Goſpel, and attended with 
** other Atteftations of ancient Writers, which fupport its Divine 
Authority “.“ This is all from your Lordſhip; where at the 
word Writers we find a Mark of Reference to the following 
Note — See Mr. Arſcot's Confiderations on the Chriftian Religion, p.to, 
51. 59, 60, &c. Part II. p. 63. Part HL. and elfewhere. Sze 
Too Mr. WarsuRTon’s DIVINE LEGATION oF Mosks, &c. p. 1, 
2, 3. 4, 5 f. 

So that here, my Lord, I find this Propofition affirmed, That 
Mr. Warburton, in his Divine Legation of Mofes, &c. p. 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, has aſſerted THAT THE MORALITY oF THE GOSPEL, WHICH 
HE CALLS THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE OF IT, IS THE STRONGEST 
EVIDENCE or THE TRUTH OF CHRISTIANITY, AND IS HIGHLY $U- 
PERIOR TO ALL ITS EXTERNAL EVIDENCE. 

This, my Lord, is your Accufation ; a very capital one it is; 
and fuch as, if true, would prove me devoid of common Senſe, as 
well as in all other refpeéts unworthy the Character I bear of a 
Chriftian, a Clergyman, or a Defender of Revelation. I am there- 


œ Page 36, 37, 38. + Page 38. 
fore 
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fore neceffitated to call upon your Lordthip, in this public Manner, 
either to make it good, or to give me Reparation. Your Lordthip 
confines the Proof of your Accufation to the firſt, fecond, third, 
fourth, and fifth Pages of the Firft Volume of The Divine Legation, 
But as I am not difpofed to chicane in fo ſerious a Matter, J hereby 
promife, that ifeither in thofe Pages, or in any other Pages of that 
Work, or in any thing I have ever written, preached, or faid, your 
Lordſhip produces the Propofition in queftion as held and maintained 
by me, either in exprefs Terms, or deducible by fair and logical 
Confequence, I promife, I fay, to ſubmit to any Censure your Lord- 
ſhip's felf ſnall think fit to iufſict. But if, on the other hand, you can 
produce no fuch Propofition, I thall then expect fo much from your 
Lordthip’s Juftice as to retract your Accufation in the fame public 
Manner you have been pleafed to advance it. 


I am, My lorD, 


Your Lorpsu1p’s 
Nov, 17, 1741. 


Moft Obedient Servant, 


W. WARBURTON. 
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In ANSWER ro 
Tue Rev. Dr. MIDDLETON, Dr. POCOCKE, 
Tue MASTER or tHe ChAR TER House, 
Dr. RICHARD GREY, and others. 

Serving to explain and juftify divers Passaces, in the 
DIVINE LEGATION, 
Objected to by thofe Lzarnep WRITERS. 

TO WHICH IS ADDED, 


A GENERAL REVIEW of the Argument of The Divine Legation, 
as far as is yet advanced: wherein is confidered the Relation the 
feveral Farts bear to each other, and to the Whole, 


TOGETHER WITH 


An APPEND IX, 


In anfwer tọ a late Pamphlet intituled, 


An Examination of Mr. W——'s Second Propofition. 


Quid immerentes hofpites vexas, Canis, 
Ignavus adverfum Lupos? 

Nam, qualis aut Moloffus, aut fulvus Lacon, 
AMICA vis PASTORIBUS, 

Agam per altas aure fublata nives, 
Quæcunque præcedet Fera. i 

Tu quum timenda voce completi Nemus, 
Projectum odoraris CiBum. Hor. 
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N the Prefatory Diſcourſe to the Firſt Volume of the D. L. 

I ſpoke pretty largely of the U, of Ridicule, in Religious Sub- 
jects; as the Abufe of it is amongſt the faſhionable Arts of Free- 
thinking: For which J have been juſt now called to Account, 
without any Ceremony, by the Namele/s Author of a Poern intituled, 
The Pleafures of Imagination. For tis my Fortune to be ftill con- 
cerned with thofe who either do go mafked, or thofe who /bould, 
Iam a plain Man, and on my firft Appearance in this Way, I told 
my Name and who l belonged to. After this, if Men will rudely 
come upon me in Difguife, they can have no Reafon to complain, 
that (in my Ignorance of their Characters) I treat them all alike 
upon the fame free Footing they have put themſelves. 

This Gentleman, a Follower of Ld. S.. and, as it thould ſeem, 
one of thoſe to whom that Preface was addreffed ; Certainly, one 
of thofe to whom I applied the Words of Tully, non decet, non 
datum efl; who affect Wit and Raillery on Subjects not meet, and 
with Talents unequal ; this Gentleman, I fay, in the 105th and 
106th Pages of his Poem, auimadverts upon me in the following 
Manner: : 

Since it is (fays he) beyond all Contradiction evident, that we have 
a natural Senfe or Feeling of the ridiculous, and fince fo good a Reafon. 
may be affigned to juflify the Supreme Being for befowing it; one cannot 

withous 
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bent Aſtoniſhment reflec? on the Conduét of thofe Men who imas 
gine it for the Service of true Religion to vilify and blacken it without 
Diflinétion, and endeavour to perſuade us that it is never applied but in 
a bad Caufe. The Realon here given, to thew, that Ridicule and 
Buffoonry may be properly employed on ſerious and even facred 
Subjects, is admirable: it is, becauſe we have a natural Senſe or 
Feeling of the ridiculous, and becauſe no Senfation was given us in 
«ain; which would ferve juft as well to excufe Adultery or Incef. 
For have we not as natural a Senfe or Feeling of the Voluptuous ? 
And was it not given for as good Purpoſes? But he will fay, it 
has its proper Objects. Aud does he think, I will not fay the fame 
ot his Senfe of Ridicule? For he ſtretch'd a Point, when he told 
the Reader I wilifted and blacken'd it without Diſtinction. The Thing 
there oppofed, was only, an extravagant Difpofition to unfeafonable 
Mirth*, The abufive Way of Wit and Raillery on ſerious Subjects +. 
With as little Truth could he fay, that I endeavoured to perfuade 
the Public that it is never applied but in a bad Caufe: For, in that 
very Place, I apologized for an eminent Writer who had applied it 
to a good one 1. 

But, in the next Words, if he means by, és not, ought not to 
be, he gives me up all I want. Ridicule (iays he) is not concerned 
with mere fpeculative Truth or Falſbood. Certainly. And, for that 
very Reafon I would exclude it from thoſe Subjects. What need? 
He will fay, For when was it fo employed? Hold a little. Was 
it not concerned with mere ſpeculative Truth, when his Matter ridi- 
culed the Subject of Mr. Locke’s Effay of Human Underftanding, in the 
Manner mentioned in my Preface §? Was it not fo concerned too, 
when the fame Noble Perfon ridiculed Revelation, in the merry 
Story of the travelling Gentlemen, who put a wrong Bias on their 
Reajfon in order to believe right? Unleſs, by mere /peculative 


Die. Leg. ed. gto. Ded. p. x. t Ibid. p. xii. J Ibid. p. vii. & feq. 
§ Dedication to the sft vol. D. L. p. xxii, Note (I). 
§ Char. II. vol. UI, Miſc. 2. c. 3. p. 99. 
8 Truths, 
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Truths, he means, Truths of so Ufe: And for all fuch, he has my 
free Leave to treat them as he pleaſes. He has ſhewn, by his 
Poem, they are no improper Subject for his Talents. 

He goes on, It is not in abſiract Propofitions or Theorems, but in 
Actions and Paffions, Good and Evil, Beauty and Deformity, that 
we find Materials for it; and all thefe Terms are relative, implying 
Approbation or Blame. The Realon here given, why, not attract 
Propofitions, &c. but Aclions and Paſſions, &c. are the Subject of ri- 
dicule, is, becaufe thefe latter are relative Terms implying Approbation 
and Blame. But are not the former as much relative Terms, imply- 
ing Aſſent and Denial? And does not an abſurd Propofition as fre- 
quently afford Materials for Ridicule as an abſurd Action? Let the 
Reader determine by what he finds before him. Jo afk then, (fays 
he) whether Ridicule be a Teft of Truth, is, in other Words, to afk 
whether that which is ridiculous can be morally true; can be juft 
and becoming: or whether that which is jufl and becoming can be ridi- 
culus. A Queftion that does not deferve a ſerious Anfwer. Why 
then did he put it? For it is of nobody's ating but his own. 
However in Civility to his Mafter, or rather indeed to his Mafter’s 
Matters, the Ancient Sophifis, who, we are told“ in the Charac- 
teriflics, faid fomething very like it, 1 fhall thew it deferves a very 
ferious Anfwer. For how, I pray, comes it to pafs, that to afk 
whether Ridicule be a Tk of Truth, is the fame Thing as to ak whe- 
ther that which is ridiculous can be morally true? Asif, whatever 
Ridicule was applied to, as a Tf, muft needs be ridiculous. Might 
not one afk, Whether the Copel + be a Teft of Gold, without incurring 
the Abfurdity of queftioning whether the Matter of the Copel was not 

Standard Gold? What was the Man dreaming of? That a 7% 


es the Saying of an Ancient Sage, that Humour was the only Tef of Ridicule. Vol. I. 
Pe 74. 

+ I chufe this Inſtance of the Refiner’s Copel, becaufe the Exlis for it, which is 
dtalian, is Toefl ; from whence the latter Word was metaphorically uſed to fignify all 
Kinds of fare Trial. This was proper to obſerve, as our Poet feems not to know the 
Meaning of the Word. 

of 
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Jas, and a Detection of Falfosod, were one and the fame Thing? 
er thet it was the Practice to bring nothing to the Ze? but what was 
known, b.forehand, whether it was true or faie? His Matter 
ems much better verfed in the Ufe of Things. He fays , Now, 
shut Rule or Alcaſure is there in the World, except in confidering the 
veal Temper of Things, to find which are truly ſerious, and which ridi- 
culous? And bow can this be done, unleſi by applying the Ridicule ro 
SEE WHETHER IT WILL BEAR? 

But if the Reader be curious to fee to the Bottom of this Affair, 
we mutt go a little deeper. Lord S——, we find, was willing to 
know, as every honeft Man would, whether thofe things, which 
had the Apperance of Seriouſneſs and Sanity, were indeed what 
they appeared. The plain way of coming to this Knowledge had 
been hitherto by the Teft of Reafon. But this was too long and too 
flow a Progreſs for fo fublime a Genius. He would go a thorter 
and a quicker Way to work, and do the Bufinefs by Ridicule, given 
vs, as his Difciple tells us, for this very End, 19 aid the tardy Steps 
of Reofon. This therefore the Noble Author would needs apply, to 
fee whether thefe Appearances would bear the Touch, Now it was this 
ingenious Expedient, which I thought I had Caufe to object to. 
For when you have applied this Touch, and that, to which it is 
applied, is found to bear it, what Reparation will you make to 
Truth, for the ridiculous Light in which you have placed her, 
in order only, as you pretend, to judge right of her? Oh, 
for that, fays his Lordfhip, fhe has the Amends in her own 
Hands: Let her railley again; for why fbould fair Honefly be de- 
nied the Ufe of this Weapon}? To this fo wanton a Liberty with 
facred Truth, I thought I had many good Reafons to oppoſe; and 
fo, it feems, thought our Poet likewife: And therefore he endea- 
vours to excuſe his Maſter, by puttiug another Senſe on the Appli- 
cation of Ridicule as a Tef, which fuppofes the Truth or Falthood 
of the Thing tried, to be already known. But the thift is unlucky ; 


Char. Vol. I. p. 12. t Ibid. p. 128. 
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for while it covers his Maſter, it expofes himfelf. For now it may 
be afked, what need of Ridicule at all, after the Truth is known ; 
fince you make its fole Ufe to confift in the Difcovery of the true 
State of Things ? 

But the odd Fortune of our Poct’s Pen makes the pleafant 
Part of the Story. Here, we fee, where he aims to make an 
abfurd Propofition, for the Ufe of others, it proves a reafonable 
one: Tis odds but we find him, before we have done, trying 
to make a reafonable one, for his own Ufe, that turns out at laft 
an Abfurdity. 

But let us come to the Pdilofophy of his Criticifm : For it is ng 
evident, that as in a metaphyfical Propofition offered to the Under- 
Standing for its Aſent, the Faculty of Reafon examines the Terms of the 
Propoſition; and finding one Idea, which was fuppofed equal to another, 
to be in Fact unequal, of Confequence rejeéts the Propeſition as a Falf- 
hood: So in Objects offered to the Mind for its Efteem or Applaufe, 
the Faculty of Ridicule feeling an Incongruity in the Claim, urges the 
Mind to rejeé? it with Laughter and Contempt. And now, how does 
this fublime Account, of Reafon and Ridicule, prove the foregoing 
Propofition to be abfurd? Juft as much, I fuppofe, as the Height 
of St. Paul’s proves Grantham Steeple to ftand awry. I, for my 
Part, can collect nothing from it, unleſs it be that the Poet thought 
metaphyfical Propoftions were the only proper Objects of the Under- 
Standing’s Affent, and the Reaſon's Examination. 

However, if it cannot prove what precedes, he will try to make 
it infer what follows: When THererore (fays he) we obferve fuch 
@ Claim obtruded upon Mankind, and the inconfiflent Circumflances 
carefully concealed from the Eye of the Public, it is our Bufincfi, if 
the Matter be of Importance to Society, to drag out thofe latent Circum- 
frances, and, by ſetting them fuil in View, convince the World bow ri- 
diculous the Claim it; and thus a double Advantage is gained; for we 
both detect the moral Fajfbood fooner than in the Way of speculative 
Enquiry, and imprefs the Minds of Men with a Stronger Senſe of the 
Vanity and Error of its Authors. And this, and no more, is meant by 

Vol. VI. L the 
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the Application of Ridicule. A little more, if we may believe his 
Mafter: who fays, it is not only to detect Error, but to try Truth, 
that is, in his own Expreffion, to fee whether it will bear. But 
why all this a-do; for now, we fee, nobody miftook what was 
meant by the Application of Ridicule, but himſelf—As to what he 
faid before, that when Objects are offered to the Mind for its Efeem 
and Applaufe, the Faculty of Ridicule, feeling an Incongruity in the 
Claim, urges the Mind to ręject it with Laughter and Contempt ; it is 
fo exprefied, as if he intended it not for the Defcription of the 
Uf, but the Efence of Ridicule. Whereas the Dealers in this 
Trath frequently urge the Mind to reject many things with Laughter 
and Contempt, without feeling any other Incongruity, than in their 
own Pretenfions to Truth and Honeſty. And this our Poet very 
well knows, 

For now he comes to the Point. But it is faid the Practice is 
dangerous, and may be inconfifent with the Regard we owe to Objects 
of real Dignity and Excellence. I anfwer, the Practice, FAIRLY 
MANAGED, can never be dangerous. An Anfwer which has only 
taught me to rep/y, that the Ufe of Stilletto’s and Poifons, fairly 
managed, can never be dangerous. And yet all wife States, for 
the Security of its Members, when any of them have fhewn a- 
violent Propenfity to thefe things, have ever forbidden their promif- 
cuous Ufe and Sale. 

However, he allows at length, that Men may be difboneft in ob- 
iruding Circun ff unces foreign to the Object; and we may be inadver- 
tent in allowing thofe Circumſtances to impofe upon us; but but 
what?) Why zbe Sense or RIDICULE ALWAYS JUDGES RIGHT. 
And, he had told us before, that this is a natural Senſe, and be- 
flowed upon us by the Supreme Being, to aid our tardy Steps in Purſuit 
of Reafon. Why, as he fays, who can withſtand this? Nothing 
can be clearer! Writers may be diſhoneſt; Readers may be im- 
pofed on; the Public may be miſled; and Men may judge wrong. 
But what then, the Senfe of Ridicule always judges right. And 
while we can fupport our Platonic Republic of Ideas, what figni- 

fies 
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fies what becomes of the Feces Romuli, the Actions of the People? 
And fo again it is, we fee, in the Ufe of Poifons: Though Men 
may be diſbongſt in obtruding them, and we may be inadvertent enough 
to fuffer them to inpeſe upon us; yet what then? The Efficacy of 
Poifon is without Malice; and does but do its kind; is a natural 
Power, and beſtowed upon us by the Supreme Being, to aid our tardy 
Steps in Purfuit of Vermin.—In Truth, one would imagine, by 
fo extraordinary an Argument, that the Queftion was not, of the 
Injury to Society by the Abufe of Ridicule, but of the Injury to Ri- 
dicule itfelf. 

But let us hear him out: The Socrates of Ariftophanes is as truly 
ridiculous a Character as ever was drawn. True; but it is not the 
Character of Socrates, the divine Moraliſt, and Father of ancient Wife 
don. Indeed !—But then, if, like the true Sofa, in the other Co- 
medy, be muft bear the Blows of his fictitious Brother, what figni- 
fies it to injured Virtue, to tell us, that he did not deferve them ? 

What then? (fays he) did the Ridicule of the Poet binder the Phi- 
lofopher from detecting and difclaiming thofe foreign Circumflances which 
he bad falfely introduced into bis Character, and thus rendering the Sa- 
tirift doubly ridiculous in bis Turn. See here again ! all his Concern, 
we find, is, left good Raillery ſhould be beat at its own Weapons. 
No, indeed, I cannot fee how it could poſſibly binder the Philofo- 
pher from detecting and difclaiming. But this it did, which ſurely 
deferves a little Reflection, it hindered the People from feeing what 
he had deteéled and difelaimed——A mighty Conſolation, truly, to 
expiring Virtue, that he di/claimed the Fool's Coat they had put 
upon him; though it ſtuck to him like a Sambenito; and at laft 
brought him to his Execution. 

But what is the Sacrifice of a Socrates now and then, to fecure 
the free Ufe of that ineftimable Bleſſing. Bufoonry ? So thinks 
our Poet; when all the Anſwer he gives to fo natural, fo compaf- 
fionate an Objection as this, No: but it neverthelefs had an ill In- 
Auence on the Minds of the People, is telling us a Story of the Atheiſt 
Spinoza; while the Godlike Socrates is left neglected, and in the 
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Ilands of his Judges: whither Ridicule, this noble Guide of Truth, 
had fafily brought him. 

But let us hear the concluding Anfwer which the reſpectable 
Spinoza is employcd to illuſtrate And fo (tays he) bas the Rea- 
Joning of Spinoza made many Atheifis; be bas founded it indeed on Sup- 
pofiticns utterly falfe; but allow him thefe, and bis Conclufions ars 
unavoidably true. And if we muf reject the Ufe of Ridicule becaufe, 
by the Imp:fition of falfe Circumfances, things may be made to feem 
ridicu-ous, which are not fo in themfelves; why we ought not in the 
fome Manner to reje the Ufe Reaſen, becaufe, by proceeding on fai; 
Principles, Conclufions will appear true which are impofible in Na- 
ture, let the vehement and obftinate Declaimers againſt Ridicule 
determine. 

Nay, we dare truſt it with any one; whofe Common Senſe is not 
all turned to Tafe. What! Becaufe Reason, the Guide of Life. 
the Support of Religion, the Inveftigator of Truth, muft be ftill 
vſed though it be continually Subject to Abufe: therefore Rini. 
CULE, the paultry Buffoon of Reafon, muft have the fame Indul. 
gence! Becaufe a King muft be intrufted with Government, 
though he may mifufe his Power; therefore the King's Fool 
fhall be fuffered to play the Madman! But upon what footing 
ftandeth this extraordinary claim? Why, we have a natural Senfe 
of tke Ridiculous; and the Ridiculous bas a natural Feeling of the 
Incongruous; and then 2vbo can forbear laughing? If to this, 
you add Tafe, Beauty, Deformity, Moral-fenfe, Moral-reétitude, Mo- 
ral. ſalſbaod, you have then, I think, the whole Theory of the Ri- 
diculous. But I can tell him of a plain Engli/b Proverb worth all his 
Modith Ideas of Beauty and Virtue put together, and that is, To BE 
MERRY AND wise. Which concerns him nearer than one may think. 
For who would imagine, that, while he was fupporting Ridicule 
from the Charge of Abuſe, he ſnould be fupplying his Adverfary 
with a frefh and flagrant Exception to his own Plea? Not in- 
deed, that the Comment difgraced the Text; or that there was 
much Incongruity in pleading for a Fault he had juft then com- 

mitted, 
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mitted.. But fo it is, kind Reader, that, where he is marfhalling the 
feveral Claffes of Folly in human Life, he places the whole Body of 
the Chriftian Clergy in the Firſt and Foremoſt: Amongſt thofe, 
who, he tells us, afume fome defirable Qyality or Poffefion. which 
evidently does not belong to them *. 

Others, of graver Mien, behold; adorn’d 

With holy Enfigns, how ſublime they move, 

And, bending oft their ſanctimonious Eyes, 

“© Take homage of the Simple-minded Throng, 

% AMBASSADORS of Heav’n .“ 


And well do they deferve his. Mora/-ridicule, fuppofing them to 
be drawn Äke. For, if I underftand any Thing. of his Colour- 
ing, the Features are, Pride, Hypocrify, Fraud, and Impofture. I 
call it an Infult on the whole Body of the Clergy, becaufe I know 
of no Part of them who hold that the Minifry of the Goſpel (or, 
as St. Paul calls it, of Reconciliation) was given them by the Re- 
ligion of Chrif, but hold likewife, with the fame Apoftle (who- 
{peaks of himſelf here as a fimple Minifter of the Gofpel) that they 
are AMBASSADORS for Chrif t. But let it go like what it is, a 
poor pitiful Joke of his Maſter's §, and ſpoil'd too in the telling.. 
The Dulnefs of the Ridicule will fufficiently atone for the Abu/é 
of it. And I may find Time to call the Great Man of Tafe himfelf 
to account, for his fo frequent and ill-employed Raillery againſt 
RELIGION. 


P. 49. + P. 96. t 2 Cor. v. 23. 
$ Char. vol. III. p. 336. Third edit, 
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HE State of Authorfhip, whatever that of Nature be, is 

certainly a State of War: In which, efpecially if it be an 
boly War, every Man's hand is fet, not againſt his Enemy, but his 
Brother. But as thefe furious fighting men are generally as much 
miftaken in the ufe of their Arms, as in the Objects of their Refent- 
ments, there is feldom any great Harm done. I fpeak for myfelf. 
I have found none. And indeed no wonder. I have been all the 
while very much out of the queftion. For my Anfwerers write not 
fo properly againſt me, as for fomething they like better than me. 
This, for his dear Orthodoxy ; That, for his dearer Philofophers; A 
third, for his Lawyers; A fourth, for his Cadallifs; A fifth, for 
Bimſelf: and a ſixth for, I don’t know what, befides the pure Love 
of Scribbling*. So that I have been now, for fome time, only a 
filent Looker-on ; to fee how the Public and they would get ac- 
quainted. I have given them full Liberty to try what They can 


* Webiter, Tillard, W, Bate, Morgan, Bott. 
make 
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make of it, or It of them: and with them better luck with their 
Readers lutellects than I have had with theirs, For, from the firſt 
to the lait of them, their conftant cry has been, They do not under- 
fand me, Now, though l can allow this to be a better Reafon for 
their writing at me than any they have hitherto affigned; yet it 
would be a very bad one for my anfwering them; becaufe it would 
keep me engaged il they did underfland me; which I prefume no 
gentle Reader would think a reafonable Taſk for one born when 
human Life is at the thorteft. When therefore I took my laft leave 
of the whole Tribe, in the Perfon of their great Exemplar and Ar- 
chetype, the learned Advocate of Pagan Philofophy, I engaged, 
that if any Writers more equal to the ſubject ſhould come abroad, 
1 would return their Civility and fair Argument in {uch fort as that 
the World thould fee 1 efteemed every fincere Inquirer after Truth 
rather as a Friend to the Publick than an Enemy to myfelf. Since 
that time, the Misfortune I had of differing in Opinion from fome 
Writers of great Merit and Learning has been the diſagreeable Oc- 
cafon of reminding me of my Promife. l 


SECT. L 


See Divine Lecation, Book IV. Se&. 6. fub fin. 


F thefe, the firft place would be due to my very learned 

Friend, the Author of the elegant and ufeful -Lerter from 
Rome; who, taking entirely to himſelf what was meant in general 
of the numerous Writers on the fame Subject, and the more nu- 
merous Followers of the fame Hypothefis, hath done a* Notion 
of mine the Honour of his Confutation, in a Poffcript to that 
Letter. But the fame friendly Confiderations, which induced him 


* Divine Legat. lib. iv. § 6. fub fin, 
to 
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to end the Poſtſeript with declaring his Unwillingnefs to enter fur- 
ther into Controverſy with me, have diſpoſed me not to enter into 
it at all. This, and neither any Neglect of him, nor any Force I 
apprehend in his Arguments, have kept me ſilent. In the mean 
time, I owe fo much both to miyfelf and the Public, as to take no- 
tice of a Mifreprefentation of my Argument ; and a Change of the Quef- 
tion in Difpute between us: Without which Notice, the Contro- 
verly (as I agree to leave it in his Hands) could ſcarce receive an 
equitable Deciſion. The Mifreprefentation J {peak of is in theſe 
words: He [the Author of the D. L.] allows that the Writers, 
4 who have undertaken to deduce the Rites of Popery from Paganiſm, 
1 bave foewn an exuci and furprifing Likenefs between them in a great 
1% Variety of Inſtances. This (fays he) one would think, is allowing 
every thing that the Caufe demands: It is every thing, I dare fay, 
*¢ that thofe Writers deſire . That it is every thing thofe Writers 
defire, I can eafily believe, fince 1 fee my learned Friend himfelf 
hath taken it for granted, that thefe two Affertions, 1. The Reli- 
gion of the prefent Romans derived from that of their heathen Ancef- 
tors; and, 2. An exact Conformity or Uniformity rather of Worfoip be- 
tween Popery and Paganiſin, are convertible Propoſitions. For, un- 
dertaking, as his Title Page informs us, to prove, the Religion .of 
the prefent Romans derived from that of their heathen Anceftors; and 
having gone through his Arguments, he concludes them in thefe 
Words, * But it is high time for me to conclude, being perfuaded, 
“if I do not flatter myſelf too much, that I have fufficiently made 
4% good WHAT I FIRST UNDERTOOK TO PROVE, an exact Con- 
‘¢ formity or Uniformity rather of Worſhip between Popery and 
% Paganifm +.” But what he undertook to prove, we fee, was, The 
Religion of the prefent Romans derived from their beathen Ancef- 
tors. That I have, therefore, as my learned Friend obferves, al- 
lowed every thing thofe Writers defire, is very likely. But then, 
whether 1 have allowed every thing that the Cuuſe demands, is another 


® Poftfcript, p. 228. 1 Letter, p. 224. 
VoL. VI. Mm Queftion. 
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Queftion. Which I think can never be determined in the Affir- 
uative, till it be fhewn that no other probable Cauſe can be afligned 
of this exa? Conformity between Papifis and Pagans, but a Borrow- 
ing or Derivation frzm one to the other, And | gues, this is not now 
ever likely to be done, ſince I mytelf have actually ailigned another 
probable Caufe, namely, the fame Spirit of Superflition operating in 
equal Circumflances. 

But this juſtly celebrated Writer goes on—*: This Queftion, ac- 
“ cording to his [the Author of The Divine Legation] Notion, is not 
to be decided by Faéis, but by a Principle of a different Kind, 4 
«s fuperisr Knowledge of buman Nature. Here I am forced to com- 
plain of a want of Candour, a want not natural to my learned 
Friend. For, whence is it, I would afk, that he collects, tbat, 
accerd.ng to my Notion, this Queflion is not to be decided by Facts, but 
a fuperior Knowledge of buman Nature? From any thing J have 
faid? Or from any thing I have omitted to fay? Surely, not 
from any thing I dave faid (though he ſeems to infinuate fo much 
by putting the Words a fuperior Knowledge of human Nature in 
Italick Characters, as they are called) becauſe 1 leave him in poffef- 
fion of his Faé?s, and give them all their full Validity; which he 
himfelf obferves ; and, from thence, as we fee, endeavours to draw 
fome Advantage to his Hypothefis: Nor from any thing I bave 
omitted to fay; for, in the fhort Paragraph where I delivered my 
Opinion, and, by reafon of its Evidence, offered but one fingle 
Argument in its Support, that Argument arifes from a fuppofed 
Fact, viz. that the /uperfitious Cufloms in queftion were many Ages 
later than the Converfion of the imperial City to the Chriftian Fa:tb: 
Whence 1 concluded that the ruling Churchmen could have no 
Motive in borrowing from Pagan Cuftoms, either as they were 
then fafhionable in themfelves, or reipectable for the Number or 
Quality of their Followers. The Suppofition 1 could eaſily convert 
into a Proof, were I not reftrained by the Confiderations before 


æ Poilfcript, p. 228. 
fpoken 
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fpoken of. And what makes this the more extraordinary is, that 
my learned Friend himtelf immediately afterwards quotes thefe 
words; and then tells the Reader that the Argument confifls of an 
HISTORICAL Fact and of a Conſeguence deduced from it. It appears 
theretore, that, according to my Notion, the Queftion és to be de- 
cided by Fas, and not by a fuperior Knowledge of human Nature, 
Yet 1 muft confefs I then thought, and do fo ftill, that a /uperior 
Knowledge of human Nature would do no Harm, as it might enable 
Men to judge better of Fa&s than we generally find them accuf- 
tomed todo. But will this excufe a candid Reprefenter for faying, 
that the Queftion, according to my Notion, was not to be decided by 
Facts, but a fuperior Knowledge of buman Nature? However, to 
do my learned Friend all Juftice, I muft needs fay, that, as if thefe 
were only Words of Courfe, or Words of Controverſy, he goes on, 
through the Body of his Pefſeript, to invalidate my Argument from. 
Fa; and we hear no more of a fuperior Knowledge of buman Nature 
than in this Place where it was brought in to be laughed at. 


As to the Argument, it muft even fhift for itſelf. It has done 
more Mifchief already than I was aware of: And forced my learned 
Friend to extend his Charge from the modern to the ancient Church 
of Rome. For my Argument, from the /ow Birth of the Superſti- 
tions in Queſtion, coming againſt his Hyporhefis after he had once 
and again declared the Purpofe of his Lesser to be the expofing the 
heathenifh Idolatry and Superftition of the préfint Church of Rome: 
he was obliged, in fupport of that Hypothefis, to thew that even 
the early Ages of the Church were not free from the lufection. 
Which hath now quite ſhifted the Subject with the Scene, and 
will make the Argument of his Piece from henceforth to run thus, 
The Religi:n of the prefent Romans derived from their early Cbriſtian 
Anceflors; and theirs, from the neighbouring Pagans. To {peak 
freely, my Reafoning (which was an Argument ad bominem, and, 
as fuch, J thought would have been reverenced) reduced the learn- 
ed Writer to this Dilemma; either to allow the Fact, and give up 
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his Iy sthefis; or to deny the Fact, and change his Queſtion. 
Aud he has chofen the latter as the leſſer Evil. For a fimple Qu: 
tion is but like a Wife to wrangle with; and when we lole one we 
caſily find another. But the Hypothefis begot upon it is of the 
Nature of one's Orfspring, whofe Lofs perhaps is irreparable. I find, 
however, bis Lincoln's Inn Advocate never thought him wedded to 
his Queftion; for he takes the Change of it, like the Change of a 
Miftrefs, for Politengſi; and has accufed me not only of ill-breed- 
ing, but of Contradiétion, becaufe | would not change it too. I had 
neun, in my frf Volume of The Divine Legation, that the ancient 
Coriftians of Greece had borrowed feveral forms of Speech from the 
Pagan Mytteries: And in my fecond, I had denied that the modern 
Chriftians of Rome had borrowed feveral Forms of Worfbip from the 
Pagan Ritual. On which, our Advocate catching me at this Ad- 
vantage, thus candidly expoftulates with me. Thus the same FACT, 
whin it tends to prove a part ef a favourite Hypothefis, is in your Hands 
rotorioufly true; but it is no ſooner made ufe of by the ingeniosus Author 
Jo often mentioned (Dr. M.) than it proves to be an utter Miftake +, 
And again, the DIFFERENT Orinions which on different Occafions you 
bave entertained of this Matter, may ferve to teach us +, Ge. Be, 
But let me affure this Writer, that when I fpoke of the Ancients 
borrowing Words from the Pagan Myfleries, L no more meant the 
M.derns borrowing Rites from their open Worfbip, than, when f I 
{poke of Anfwerers by Profefion, | meant Lawyers by Profefion ; 
who, without flattering them, I may fay, deferve as little the Cha- 
racter there given of the faid Anfwerers as 1 do the Calumnies here 
beftowed by this Letter Writer. 

But his Charge of Contradiction was excufable. Fhe Doctor had. 
led him up to the primitive Church, and there he found me; and 
there he fuppofed I had always been: And ſeeing me not quite con- 
formable to the Doctor's Decifions, he would quarrel with me for a 


letter from a Gentleman of Lincoin’s-Inn, p. 55. t Page 59. 
$ Divine Legation, Appendix to Book III. vol. II. p. 216. 


Schifmatic. 
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Schifmatic. But I can eafily overlook this (that he took upou 
truft, as he did his Greek) for the fake of fo charitable Office as 
the teaching me how to write; which he kindly profe ſles to be the 
whole Purpofe of his Letter. 

My learned Friend will excufe my {peaking thus much of a Con- 
troverſy which he knows, from the Time of the firft Publication of 
his Pofffeript, I had intended not to keep up. But thus much was 
neceflary to ſtate it truly, and to hold it fairly on the Foot whereon 
he firft placed it, and 1 had left it. As to the Subject itſelf, fo 
curious and interefting, if ever I ſhould be difpofed to treat it at 
large, as poffibly I may, I would chufe to do it in Thef, and not in 
profecution of any particular Controverfy. 


SECT. IL 
See Divine Lecation, Book IV. Sect. 4. 


HE firk Writer I am concerned with is the Reverend Dr. Ri. 
chard Pococke: Who, in his late Book of Travels, hath a 
Chapter on the ancient Hieroglyphics of the Egyptians, wherein, in 
oppofition to my Account of the Nature of that Kind of Writing, 
he expreffeth himfelf as follows If Hieroglyphieal Figures ſtood 
for Words or Sounds that fignified certain things, the Power of 
4 Hieroglyphics feems to be the fame as of a Number of Letters 
1% compoſing fuch a Sound, that by Agreement was made to fignify 
“ fuch a thing. For Hieroglyphics, as Words, feem to have flood: 
for Sounds, and Sounds fignify Things; as for inftance, it might 
% have been agreed that the Figure of a Crocodile might ftand for 
* the Sound that meant what we call Malice: The children of the 
s Priefts were early taught that the Figure of a Crocodile ftood for 
s fuch a Sound, and, if they did not know the Meaning of the 
4 Sound, it would certainly ſtand with them for a Sound; though, 
4 as the Sound, it fignified alfo a Quality or Thing; and they 
“ might 
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„might afterwards be taught the Meaning of this Sound; as words 
** are only Sounds, which Sounds we agree fhall ſignify fuch and 
uch things; fo that, to Children, Words only ftand for Sounds, 
„ which relate to ſuch Things as they know nothing of; and, in 
“ this Senfe, we fay Children learn many Things like Parrots, 
s what they do not underſtand, and their Memories are exercifed 
s only about Sounds, till they are inſtructed in the Meaning of the 
“Words. This I thought it might be proper to obſerve, as fome 
« fav Hieroglyphics food for Things and not for Words, if Sounds ar- 
s ticulated in a certain manner are Words. And though it may be 
“ faid, that in this cafe, when different Nations, of different Lan- 
“ guages, agree on common Characters, that ftand for certain 
Things they agree on, that then fuch Figures ſtand for Things: 
„This will be allowed; but then they ftand for Sounds too, that 
« is, the Sounds in each Language that fignify fuch Things: And, 
** as obferved before, to Children, who know nothing of the feve- 
“ ral Things they ftand for; to them they are only Marks that 
“ exprefs fuch and fuch Sounds: So that thefe Figures ſtand not 
« for Things alone, but as Words, for Sounds and Things “.“ 


The Defign of this Paffage, the Reader fees, is to oppofe the 
Principle 1 went upon, in explaining the Egyptian Hieroglyphics, 
That they flood for Things, and not for Words. But that is all he 
fees; for the obfcure Expreffion, arifing from a Confufion of Ideas, 
will not fuffer one to do more than guefs at the Proof he aims at ; 
which feems to be this—That Hieroglyphics cannot be faid to ftand 
for Things only; becaufe Things being denoted by Words or Sounds; 
and Hieroglyphics exciting the Idea of Sounds (which are the Notes 
of Things), as well as the Idea of the Things themfelves, Hiero- 
glyphics ſtand both for Sounds and Things.—This feems to be his 
Argument, put into intelligible Language. But, for fear of mif- 
taking him, let us confine ourfelves to his own Words. 


© Pag. 228, 229, of a Book intituled, A Defcription of the Eaft, &c. 
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If bieroglyphical Figures (fays he) food for Words or Sounds that 
Jignified certain Things, the Power of Hieroglyphics feems to be the 
Jame as of a Number of Letters compofing Juch a Sound that by Agree- 
ment was made to fignify. Juch a Thing. Without doubt, if Hiero- 
glyphics ſtood for Sounds, they were of the Nature of ¶Vords, which 
{tand for Sounds. But this is only an Sypothetical Propoſition: Let 
us fee therefore how he proves it. 

For Hieroglyphics, as Won ps, ftem to bave flood for Sounds, and 
Sounds fignify Things: as for Inflance, it maut have been agreed that 
the Figure of a Crocodile micut fland for the fame Sound that meant 
what we call Malice. The Propriety of the Expreftion is as re- 
markable as the Force of the Reafoning. 4. Inftead of faying, but 
Hieroglyphics, he fays, for Hieroglyphics ; which not expreſſing an 
Illation, but implying a Reaſon, obſcures the Argument he would. 
illuftrate. 2. He fays, Hieroglyphics, as Words, feem to have flood 
fer Sounds, Juſt before he faid, Hieroglyphics flood for Words or 
Sounds, Here they are as Words, or, like Words, and feem to land 
vox Sound, What muft we ftick to? are Words Sound? or, do 
they fland for Sound? He has given us both to chute of. But it 
is fit himfelf ſhould chufe firſt: Which not having yet done, we 
goon, 3. Laftly, to complete all, he corroborates this ſceming Truth 
by an Iuſtance in which the Pofibility of its ſtauding for a Sound is 
mande a Proof of the Likelihood of its fo doing; It micur (fays he) 
have been agreed that the Figure of a Crocodile io nr. fand, &c. 

But he makes amends for his former Diffidence in what follows. 
The Children of the Priefs were early taught that the Figure of a Cro- 
codile flood for Juch a Sound, and if they did not know the meaning of the 
Sound it would certainly Rand with them for a Sound. This indeed is 
an Anecdote. But where did he learn that thefe Children, before 
they could decipher the Sounds of their own Language, were 
taught Hieroglyphics? Till now, Hieroglyphics were underſtood. 
to be referved for thofe inftruéted in their fecret and myfterious. 
Science. But let us fuppofe that they were taught to Children. 
amongſt their firft Elements: Yet even here, as we ſhall fee from. 

the 
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the Nature of the Thing, they could never ftand as Marks for 
Mords or Sound.. When a Child is taught the Power of Letters, 
he learns that thofe Letters, that compofe the Word Malice, for 
mitance, expr. is the Sound: which, naturally arifing from a Com- 
bination of the feveral Powers of each Letter, fhews him that the 
Letters fand for fuch a Sound or Word. But when he is taught 
that the Figure or Picture of a Crocodile tignifies Malice, he as natu- 
rally and neceſſarily conceives (though he knows not the meaning 
of the Word) that it flands for fome Thing fignified by that Word, 
and not for a Sound: becaufe there is no natural Connexion between 
Figure and a Sound, as there is between Figure and a Thing. And 
the only Reafon why the word Malice intervenes, in this Connex- 
jon, is becaufe of the Neceffity of the Ufe of Words to diftinguith 
Things, and rank them into forts. But the verieft Child could 
never be fo childiſh as to conceive that, when he was told the 
Figure of a Beaſt with four Legs and a long Tail ſiguified Malice, 
that it fignified the Sound of Malice; any more than if he were told 
it fignified a Crocodile, that it fignitied the Sound of the Word Cro- 
codile. The Truth is, the Ignorant often miftake Words for Things, 
but never, Things for Words. The former is fo true that they fre- 
quently take the name of a Thing for its Nature; and reft contented 
in the Knowledge which that gives them. I remember a Country 
Fellow ftareing at the Picture of an Elephant, a thing he had never 
feen before, aſked his Friend who ſtood by, M bat it was? and, on 
his anfwering, that it was the great Czar, inquired no further, but 
went away well fatisfied in his Acquaintance with the ftrange 
Beaft. Yet I apprehend he did not underftand his Informer to mean 
that it fignified only the Sound of that Word. But perhaps our 
Author will fay, the Cafes are different; that the Elephant was a 
mere Picture, and the Crocodile a Sign or Mark. But I have proved 
at large that the ancient Egyptian Hieroglyphics were at firft mere 
Pidlures; and that all the Alteration they received, in becoming 
Marks, was only the having their general Ufe of conveying Know- 
ledge rendered more extenfive and expeditious, 

To 
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To proceed ; our Author confiders next what he apprehends may 
be thought an Objection to his Opinion, And though (ſays he) it 
may be faid that, in this Cafe, where different Nations of different 
Languages agree on common Charaélers, that fland for certain Things 
they agree on, that then fuch Figures ſland for Things. To which he 
anſwers, This will be allowed, but then they fand for Sounds too, that 
is, the Sounds in each Language that fgnify Juch Things. He who- 
tan allow this, and without Injury to his Caufe, need be under no 
Fear of ever giving his Adverfary Advantages. We may expect to 
hear him fay next, when difputing about the Colour of an Object— 
that it is Black, will be allowed; but then it is White too. For a 
Mark for Things can no more be a Mark for Sounds, than Black can 
be White. The Reafon is the fame in both; the one Property ex- 
cludes the other: Thus, if hieroglyphic Marks ſtand for Things, and 
are ufed as common Characters by various Nations differing in Speech 
and Language, they cannot ſtand for Sounds; becauſe thefe Men 
exprefs the fame Thing by different Sounds; unlefs, to remove this 
Difficulty, he will go farther, and fay, not, as he did before, that 
one hieroglyphic Word (to ufe his own Language) ftood for one Sound, 
but, that it ſtands for an Hundred. Again, if Aieroghphic Marks. 
ftand for Sounds, they cannot ftand for Things: Not for thofe 
Things which are zot fignitied by fuch Sounds; this himfelf will 
allow : Nor yet, I affirm, for thofe which are; becaufe it is the 
Sound that ftands for the Thing fignified by the Sound, and not the 
hieroglyphic Mark. But all this Miftake proceeded from another 
as grofs, though lefs glaring, namely, that Words ſtaud both for 
Sounds and Things, which we now cometo. For he concludes thus, 
So that thefe Figures (viz. Hieroglyphics) fland not for Things alone, 
but, as Words, for Sounds and Things. An unhappy Illuſtration !. 
which has all the Defeéts, both in point of Senfe and Expreffion, 
that a Propofition can well have. For if, by Mrd, he meant ar- 
ticulated Sounds, then the Expreffion is Nonſenſe, as affirming, that 
Sounds ſtand for Sounds. And that he meant ſo is poffible, becauſe, 
in the Beginning of the Paflage quoted, he ufes Words. for articu- 
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iste Sand Hieroglyphics, fays he, flood for Words or Sounds. 
zut if, by Words, he meant Letters (and that he might mean fo, 
is potol likewile, for he prefently afterwards uſes [Fords in that 
Senſe too—Hieroghphics as Words, fays he, feem to bave flocd for 
Ssunds) then the Propofition is only falfe; the plain Truth being 
thiz, Letters land for Sounds only; which Sounds they naturally pro- 
duce ; as Sounds arbitrarily denote Things. 

But to be a little more particular; as in this Diſtinction lies the 
Judg:nent which is to be made, if ever it be rightly made, of the 
Controverfy between us. All this Confufion of counter-reafoning 
proceeds, as we obferved before, frf, from not reflecting that 
Letters, which ftand for Words, and Hieroglyphics which ftand for 
Things, have not an arditrary but natural Deſignation. For as the 
Powers of Letters naturally produce Words or Sounds, fo the 
Figures of Hieroglyphics naturally fignify Things: Either more 
fimply, when they exprefs Subfances; or more artificially, when 
they denote Modes; yet in neither Cafe arbitrarily: but by Repre- 
Jentation in the firſt, and by Analogy in the laft. Secondly, from 
his not contidering, that as we cannot think nor converfe about 
Things either accurately or intelligibly without Words, fo their 
Intervention becomes neceflary in explaining the Marks of Things. 
But therefore, to make Hieroglyphics the Marks of Sounds, becauſe 
Sounds accompany Things, would be as abſurd as to make Lefters 
the Marks of Things, becaufe Things accompany Sounds. And, who 
ever (befides our Author) faid that Letters fignified Things as well 
as Sounds ? unlefs he had a Mind to confound all human Meaning. 
Ir he chofe to inftru&, or even to be underftood, he would fay, 
that Letters naturally produced Sounds or Words; and that Words 
arbitrarily denoted Things: And had our Author fpoken the fame 
intelligible Language, and told us that Hieroglyphics naturally ex- 
prefled Things, and that Things were arbitrarily denoted by Words, 
he would indeed have fpared both of us the prefent Trouble, but 
then he had faid nothing new. But it is poſſible he might be led 
into his Conclufion by miftaking, for Egyptian, a ridiculous Kind 

of 
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of rebus-writing more rididuloufly called Hieroglyphics, the fenfelefs 
Amufement of our idle People, in which, indeed, the Figures 
ſtand only for Sounds. As for thofe fignificative Figures properly 
called Hieroglyphics, they never denoted other than Things. If 
there ever were an Exception, it was in a late Traveller; whofe 
fignificative Egyptian Figures, Iam told, are not fo properly the 
Reprefentatives of the Things themfelves, as of the Writer's Words, 
or his verbal Defcriptions to the Ingraver —But there is no End of 
correctiug the Extravagancies of a perverfe Imagination. Here we 
have one, who is for making the Egyptian Hieroglyphics a Kind of 
Letters: We have lately heard of another, ftill more at Defiance 
with common Senfe, who is for making the Hebrew Letters a 
Kind of Hieroglyphic Characters . And this without ever having 
travelled for it. 

Bue 


® See Propofals for printing ky Subfeription the Book of Job ix the Hebrew Character, and 
now Fr Decyphered into Englith, dated July 1, 1743. From which, I thall beg Leave 
to borrow a Specimen of the Usdertaker’s Reafoning and Eloquence. ** To obviate,” 
fays he, ** any Scruples of Alarm which the Appearance of Novelty and Paradox might 
+ occafion, it may be proper to acquaint the Reader bat that the new Ver- 
«t fion of Job, now offered to the Public, was made independently of any Tranflation, 
** Commentator, or Critic,” &c. Without doubt it was a ready way to quiet all Alarms, 
arifing from the Appearance of Novelty, to tell his Readers, the Appearance was real. 
But perhaps by. ,? any Scruples of Alarm, this great Linguiſt might mean, what 
the Words naturally imply, the freeing his Reader from any Serrples about the Unchari- 
tablenefs of being alarmed to one’s Neighbours Difcredit without very apparent Cauſe. 
And if this were his Meaning, he has certainly fet his Reader's Confcience at Eafe.. But 
with Regard to the fler itfelf, I know but one way of filling shat; which is, the 
reaſonable Profpe& his Reader has that this, which is now a Novelty and Paradex, is 
likely to continue fo. l 
He goes on “ In the mean time, if the fagacious Reader is prompted to fearch. 
* after Truth, too long concealed in her myfterious Reeeſſe let him guard againit 
e all Syftematical Notions, and aſſume no other Hypotheſis but this, that the bet Senſe 
** which can be affixed to the Hebrew Letters, confiflently with the Context, and with. 
u the Laws of the Character, is the genuine Senfe of the Writer.” The Context, docs 
he fay? Why, the Context is yet to make; as well as the Sea/e that is to be affixed to the 
Hebrew Leiters. And if, when he has them both in his Eands, he cannot make then: 
Nn2 ug 
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But our Author ſeems to have been mifled by a wrong Imagina- 
tion; that the Public would expect it of a Traveller to be intimate- 
lx converfant in all the old Learning and Religion of the Places he 
had vitited: As it thefe were to be picked out of the Rubbith of 
the dead Walls in which they were once contained, rather than 
from the living Monuments of their contemporary Inhabitants. But 
ture the learned World is leſs unreafonable ; this would exceed even 
the old Egyprien Exaction, and be requiring Brick, not indeed 
without Struc’, for enough of that, we fee, is to be gathered in 
rambling through the Land; but, what is worfe, without Materials, 
However, to this Imagination it appears we owe his Account of the 
Hiereglyphies in the frefent, and of the Mythology of the antient 
Egyptians, in the preceding Chapter; which he introduces in this 


agree, he muf be the very dulleft of all his bungling Tribe. The Man had heard, 
tomewhere or other, of that trite critical Canon, of interpreting agreeably to the Context, 
which means only that the Parts fhould conform to the Whole, and to one another; 
and the more obicure be explained by the more intelligible: And this, he has inno- 
cently applied to Parts and a Whole that are to be all of his own making ; which he may 
make as obſcure at leaſt, if not as intelligible, as he pleafes, 

Having thus ftrongly med himſelf with his Grey-Goofe Quill, he at length takes 
his Flight. Thus prepared,” he fays, he will defy Difficulty and fcorn Afif- 
** tance ; eſleeming an officious Hint an Affront to his Genius, or ſuſpecting he was en- 
** vied the Pleafure of inveftigating the Theorem. Fantaftic Glory! thort-lived Plea- 
** fure ' that muĝ vanith into Indignation, for not having fooner perceived fo tranfparent 
an Artifice.” But here we leave him. He now foars out of Sight, and becomes in · 
ſerutable to mortal Eyes. 

Indeed, he might have paſſed without any Notice at all, had he rot betrayed his 
Kiad when he attempted to rear. For, though it be his Bufinefs to poffels the Public 
with an high Idea of the Knowledge he is about to open to them from the Difcovery of a 
aew real Cypnan, yet he can’t, for his Life (even in this very ei] forbear to call 
it a SACERDOTAL Jargon—a Gibberifo of their own. Let the Priefs then look to them- 
felves, Here is a sew Church-Decipherer, who has not only difcovered they are ace 
cuftomed to write in Jargon, but has alfo found the Key. We know. them to be always 
plotting againſt the Goverament of Nature: The Public therefore cannot but be as ime 
patient for their Convidtion, as this Decigherer is for the filling his Sub/cription: Which, 
as it will be the Means of fatisfying both, I would beg Leave to recommend to their Con- 
fideration, Sub/criptions are taken in by J. Nourſe at the Lamb without Temple- Bar. 

extra- 
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extraordinary Manner: „As che Mythology, or fabulous Religion 
** of the ancient Egyptians, may be looked on, in a great Meature, 
“ as the Foundation of the Heathen Religion, in moſt other Parts: 
** fo it may not be improper to give fome Account of the Origin 
„of it, as it is delivered by the moft ancient Authors, which 
„may give fome Light both to the Defcription of Egypf, and alfo 
to the Hiftory of that Country. We may fuppofe, that the 
«“ Ancients were the beft Judges of the Nature of their Religion; 
“ and confequently, that all Interpretations of their Mythology, 
by Men of fruitful Inventions, that have no fort of Foundation 
s in their Writings, are forced, and fuch as might never be in- 
* tended by them. On the contrary, it is neceflary to retrench 
« feveral things the Ancients themſelves feem to have invented, 
and grafted on true Hiſtory; and, in order to account for many 
% Things, the Genealogies and Alliances they mention muft in 
« feveral reſpects be falfe or erroneous, and feem to have been 
invented to accommodate the Honours of the fame Deities to 
s different Perſons, they were obliged to deify, who lived at dif- 
« ferent Times; and fo they were obliged to give them new Names, 
c invent Genealogies, and fome different Attributes . 

He fays, We may fuppofe that the Ancients were the bel Judges of 
the Nature of their Religion. But the Ancients, here ſpoken of, 
were not Egyptians, but Greeks; and the Mythology here {poken of, 
was not Greek, but Egyptian: Therefore thefe Ancients might well 
be miftaken about the Nature of a Religion which they borrowed 
from Strangers ; the Principles of which, they themfelves tell us, 
were always kept fecreted from them. But this is not all, they in 
fact were miftaken; and by no means: good Judges of the Nature of 
their Religion, if we may believe one of the moft authentic of thefe 
Ancients, HEropotvus himfelf, where difcourfing of the Greeks 
he exprefsly ſays.— But the Origin of each God, and whether 
“they are all from Eternity, and what is their feveral Kinds or 


9 P, 221, 222. 


«s Natures, 
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“ Natures, to ſpeak the Truth, they neither knew at that time nor 
* fince “. 

He goes on—and CONSEQUENTLY Flat all Interpretations of their 
Mythoiogy by Men of fruitful Inventions, that bave no fort of Foun- 
dation in their Writings, are forced, and fuch as might never be in- 
tended by them, This is indeed a Truth, but it is no ConsEQUENCE, 
therefore impertinent. For, whether the Ancients were, or were 
not, the befi fudges; whether the Moderns have, or have not, 
fruitful Inventions, yet if their Interpretations bave no fort of Foun- 
dation in ancient Writings, it is certain they are forced, and fuch as 
might never be intended by them. But what does he get by this hy- 
pothetical Propofition more than the Difcredit of begging his 
Queftion ? 

But the moft extraordinary, is his making it an additional Rea- 
fon for leaving the Moderns, and fticking to the Ancients, that the 
Ancients themfelves ſrem to have invented and grafted on true Hiftory, 
and, in order (he fays) tc account for many Things, the Gencalogies 
and Alliances they mention, muf? in feveral reſpects be falfe or erro- 
neous, and feem to bave been invented, etc. Now, if the Ancients 
were thus miftaken, the Moderns fure might be excufed in endea- 
vouring to fet them right: Therefore to a plain Reafoner, this 
would feem to thew the ufe of their Interpretations. But this Ufe is 
better underftood from our Author's own Example; who, in the 
Chapter we are upon, has attempted to give us fome Knowledge of 
Antiquity without them. 

And here we find, the ancient Account, to which he fo clofely 
adheres, is not only fabulous, by his own Confefion; but contra · 
dictory, by his own Reprefintation ; a confufed Collection of Errors 
and Abfurdities ; the very Condition of Antiquity which forced the 
Moderns to have Recourfe to Interpretations: and occafioned that 
Variety whereon our Author grounds his Charge againſt them. A 


© “Esher Ji iyinilo Taaros rd Grae, ers N asl Soar di, noñ rs tuts Ta 18h, d Fila pies 
8 wpe te yfl ds dr Ny. Lib, ii, cap. 33. 
Charge 
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Charge however in which his Ancients themſelves will be involved; 
for they likewife had their Interpretations ; and were, if their Va- 
riety would give it them, at leaft, as fruitful in their Inventions. How 
differing, for inſtance, were they in Opinion concerning the Origin 
of ANIMAL Worsuip *? Was our Author ignorant that fo ex- 
traordinary a Superſtition wanted Explanation? By no means. Yet 
for fear of incurring the Cenfure of a fruitful Invention, he, inſtead 
of taking the true Solution of a Modern Critic ; or even any rational 
Interpretation + of the ancient Mythologift, whom yet he profefles 

to 


# See Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 468, & feq. 

+ This, at leaſt, the learned Author of the late Defence of the prime Mixifiry of Jofeph 
has thought it but decent to do, p. 522, whom I juſt mention here becaufe he does not 
fo properly come within the Purpofe of this Pamphlet. For as, in feveral Parts of his De- 
Fice, he confents to me without Acknowledgment ; fo, in others, he differs from me 
without Contradidion. I have another Reafon not to examine the Grounds of his Dif- 
ference, and that is, becaufe I apprehend he may, on fecond Thoughts, retract his Opi- 
nion on every of thofe Points, as he feems already to have done in one or two. Thus 
for inftance, ſpeaking p. 522, of the Origix of Brate-werfrip, in Egypt, he fays, hut 
s there is another Reafon [ Brate-worfbip] affigned by Lucias, that to me is the moft 
4i probable of all. He tells us that the Egyptians found out how to meafure the Mo- 
4 tions of the heavenly Bodies, and how to compute Years and Months and Seaſons. 
„They divided that Part of the Heavens and the fixed Stars ftationed in it, through 
*¢ which the moveable Stars and Planets pafs, into twelve Parts, and repreſented each 
4t Part by fome proper different Animal of their own. And from hence arofe many Sorts 
“ of facred Rites in Egypt, &c.“ Yet, at p. 458, he affigns a very different Original. 
*¢ I chink there is little doubt but that the monftrous Figures of the Egyptian Gods, 
* and great Part of their ftupid Idolatry and Beaft-worhhip, took its Rife from theſe bic- 
40 reglyphic Characters.” ———So again, p. 472, {peaking of the Origin of Idolatry, he makes 
the firſt Species of it to be Hano-worsure. ** And I think (fays he) that the Account 
t given of them [rhe Sons of the Elohim ix the antediluvian Nori] by the Hiftorian, that 
*t they were the mighty Men of old, Men of the Name, as the Hebrew expreſſes it, famous 
and remarkable from ancient Ages, points them out as the wef ancient, Gods and Hee 
t roes; a Suppofition that we thall fee prefently confirmed by the Teftimony of profane 
“s Hiftory.” Yet at p. 515, he makes the Beginnings of Idolatzy to be the Worſhip 
of the uzavenzy Boovisgs. ** Thefe feveral Accounts put together clearly thew us the 
“ Rife and Progrefs of Superilition and falfe Worthip in the World. It began, as it was 
“t natural 
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to follow, contents himſelf with that wretched Fable of Zyphon's 
dividing the Body of Ofiris into twenty fix Parts, and diftributing 
them to his Accomplices: Which, being afterwards found by Ifs, 
and delivered by her to diftin& Bodies of Priefts to be buried with 
great Secrecy, fhe enjoined them to pay divine Honours to him, and 
to confecrate fome particular Animal to his Memory. From this Ac- 
count (fays our Author very gravely) we may fee the Regſon why fa 
many ſucred Animals were worſbipped in Egypt. Again, the Greek 
Account, in Diodorus, of Ofiris’s Expedition, has been fhewn to be a 
Heap of impoffible Abfurdities ; yet our Author believes it all; and 
would have believed as much more rather than have run into the 
Rathnets of any modern Invention.—But this Matter comes under 
our next Seélion; where we have to do with a very different Sort of 
Writer; whofe Regard, however, for Antiquity in that point is, 
we conceive, as much too ſmall as this Author’s is too great. 


** natural to imagine it fhould, in the Adoration of the heavenly Luminaries, the Sun, 
* Moon, and Stars, who were ſuppoſed to prefide over the Day and Night, and the va- 
** rious Seafuns of the Year, and to whom the earlieſt Nations were taught to afcribe 
“the Origin and Diffolution of all Things. Next after thefe the Earth, and the 
t feveral Elements of which the World was fuppofed to confift, had imaginary Deity 
** afcribed to them, and came in for their Share of Adoration, And as the Glory of the 
** celeftial Bodies, and the eonftant Benefit Men received by their Light, Warmth, and 
** continual Influences on the Earth, firt impreſſed Men with Wonder, drew them into 
** Adoration, excited their Gratitude, and created in them an Imagination of their be- 
‘t ing Gods; they were arrenwarps led into an high Veneration for their Princes, 
“ whom they admired for their Power, Prudence, Strength, and Knowledge: con- 
* fidering them as their Benefactors who firk taught them the Ufe of fuch Things 
** as greatly tended to the Prefervation, Security, good Order, and Conveniencies of 
Life.“ 
® P. 226. 


SECT. 
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SECT. III. 
See Diving Lecation, Book IV. Sect. 5. 


HEN I entered on a Confutation of Sir Ifaac Newton's 

Egyptian Chronology, 1 was willing, for the greater Satis- 
faction of the Reader, to fet his Arguments for the Identy of Ofiris 
and Séfofris, on which that Chronology was founded, in the 
ſtrongeſt and cleareft Light. On this Account I took them as I found 
them collected, ranged in Order, and fet together in one View, 
with the greateft Advantage of Reprefentation, by the very wor- 
thy and learned Mafter of the Charter-Houfé, in a profeſſed Apology 
for that excellent Author. But this Liberty the learned Writer hath 
been pleafed to animadvert upon in the late Latin Edition * of the 
Tracts to which that Apology was prefixed . We are not (fays 


„he +) ignorant of what has lately happened, that the Author of 
% The 


® De veris annis D. N. Jefu Chrifli natali & cmortuali Differtationss duse Chronele- 
gie. ; 
+ Non nefcimus nuperrime accidiffe, ut Vir ingenio & eruditione praftans 1, quum 
*¢ satus fit ad Divinam Legationem Mofis demonſtrandum aliquo modo pertinere, ut 
4* probetur Oſiris non effe idem cum Sefoftri, omnia huc allata in luſum jocumque ver- 
en terit, inftituta comparatione Arthuri illius fabulofi cum Wilhelmo Normanno, quos 
* æquè bonis rationibus in unum hominem conflari poffe ait (quamvis nihil fere ha- 
*t beant inter fe commune aut fimile) ac nos Ofirin cum Sefoftri confundimus, Et de 
** hac re difputationem in 70 paginas & ultra producit, Ia qua tamen hæc noftra de Se- 
es fofiri neque negat neque refellit, fed irridet. Alia vero quædam Newtoni dicta de 
*¢ fero inventis ab aliquo rege artibus, armis, inſtrumentis oppugnat, et ea quidem parte 
“ caufæ vinci: Nam ut ifta- longe ante Sefoftris ætatem apud Ægyptios reperta fint, 
** Scriptura facra jubet credere; ab ullo unquam regum inventa eſſe haud ita certum. 
e Sed ea prius non attigimus, ut qua nihil ad propofitum norum attinent, neque 


2 D. Warburton Div. Legit. Mofis Demanſt. &c. Tom. ii. 
Vor. VI. Oo “ nunc 
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+ The Divine Legation ſuppoſing it, fome how or other, to concern 
% ALfes's divine Miffion to prove that Ofris was not the fame with 
“ Soffris, hath turned all that is here faid into Ridicule, by a 
“ Comparifon made between the fabulous Artbur and William the 
% Norman; who, he fays, may be made one by as good Reafons 
(though they have ſcarce any thing alike or in common with one 
s another) as thofe which we have brought to confound Ofris with 
4 Sefftris: And on this Point he draws out a Difputation through 
“ feventy Pages and upwards ; wherein, notwithftanding, he nei- 
ther denies nor confutes, but only laughs at what we have here 
“ faid of Sefofris. It is true indeed that fome other of Newton's 
* Affertions he does oppofe, as thofe concerning the late Invention 
„of Arts, Arms, and Inftruments by fome certain King; and in 
“ this Part of the Argument he has the better. For that theſe 
“ Things were found out by the Egyptians long before the Age of 
1 Seri, holy Scripture commands us to believe: But whether 
“ found out by any of their Kings, is not fo certain. However, theſe 
“ were Matters we never touched upon, as relating nothing to our 
“ Purpofe; nor do they yet induce us to recede from that Conclu- 
“ fion of the famous Newton, That Sefac was Sefofris, Ofiris, and 
* Bacchus. But the Caufe being now brought before the Public, 
s let the Learned determine of it.” Thus far this candid and in- 
genuous Writer. 

He fays, the Author of the Divine Legation fuppofes that it fome 
bow or other concerns Moſes's divine Miſion to prove Oſiris not the 
Jeme with Seſoſtris; which feems to imply that this learned Perfon 
doth not fee bow it concerns it. And yet afterwards he owns, that 
Scripture (meaning the Writings of Mofes) will not allow us to be- 
lieve, with Sir Iſaac, that the Invention of Ants, Arms, and Infiru- 
ments, was fo lute as the Time of Seſoſtris. Now it follows, as I have 


* nunc nos movent, ut pedem retrahamus ab ifta Cl. Newtoni conclufione Sefacum, 
** Sefofirim, Ofirin & Bacchum fuiffe, Lite jam conteftata judicent eruditi.” In Dedic. 
p. xii. xiii, 

fhewn, 
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ſhewn, by certain Confequence, that, if Ofris and Sefof-is were 
one and the fame, then the Invention of Arts was as late as the 
Time of Seffris. But this contradicting Scripture, or the Writ- 
ings of Mofès, as the learned Writer himſelf confeſſeth, the Rea- 
der fees bow it concerns Mofes’s Mifion to prove Oſiris not the Jame 
with Seſoſtris. 

The learned Writer, {peaking of the Comparifon I had made be- 
tween Arthur and William the Norman, fays, they have ſcarce any 
thing alike or in common with one another. 1 had brought together 
thirteen Civcumftances (the very number the learned Writer thinks 
fufficient to eftablith the Identity of Ofris and Séfofris) in which 
they perfectly agreed. I am perfuaded he docs not ſuſpect me 
of falſifying their Hiſtory. He muft mean therefore that żbir- 
teen in my Comparifon, is ſcarce any thing, which, in his, is every 
thing. 

He goes on,—in a Diſputation of feventy Pages and upwards the 
Author of the Divine Legation neither denies nor confutes, but only 
laughs at what we have ſaid Seſoſtris. What is it the learned 
Writer bath faid of Sefofris? 1s it not this? That between his 
Hiftory and that of Ofiris there are many Strokes of Refemblance : 
From whence he infers (with Sir J/aac) that theſe two Heroes were 
one and the fame. Now if he means I have not denied nor confuted 
this Reſemblance, he fays true. I had no fuch Defign. It is too 
well marked by Antiquity to be denied. Neither, let me add, did 
I laugh at it. What I Jaughed at (if my bringing a ſimilar cafe is to 
be called by that Word) was his Inference from this Refemblance, 
that therefore Ofris and Se/ofris were one and the fame. But then 
too I did more than laugh l both denied and confuted it. Firſt I de- 
nied it, by ſhewing that this Refemblance might really be though 
Ofiris and Sefofris were two different Men, as appeared by an equal 
Refemblance in the actions of two different Men, Arthur and Wil- 
liam the Norman. But as the general Hiftory of ancient Egypt 
would not fuffer us to believe all that the Greek Writers have faid 

Oo2 of 
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of this Refimbianee, 1 then explained the Cauſes that occafioned 
their miftaken Accounts ot the two perfons, from whence fo perfect 
a Reſemblance arofe. Secondly, I confuted it, by thewing from the 
concurrent Teftimony of Antiquity, and from feveral internal Argu- 
ments deducible from that Teſtimony, that Ofris and Sefofris were 
in fal two different Perfons, living in two very diſtant Ages. 

The learned Writer proceeds,— Is is true indeed that Jome other of 
Newton's Afertions be does oppofe, as thefe concerning the late Inven- 
tion of Arts, Arms, end Infruments, and in this Part of the Argus 
gument be gets the better, But if I have the better here, it is paft 
Difpute J overthrow the u hole Elypothefis of the Identity of Ofiris 
and Sefoftris. For, as to that Refemblance, which Antiquity hath 
given them, zbat, conſidered fingly, when the pretended Jare Inven- 
tion of Arts hath been proved a. Miſtake, will indeed deferve only to. 
be laughed at. But were it, as Sir Jfaac Newton endeavoured to prove, 
that the Invention of Arts was no earlier than the Time of Sefofris 
or Sefee, there is then indeed an end of the ancient Ofris of Egypt; 
and He fo much boaſted of by that People can be no other than the 
Njofris of this Author. For the very Foundation of the Exiftence 
of the ancient Ofris was his civilizing Egypt, and teaching them the 
Arts of Life: But if this were done by Sefofris, or in his Reign, 
then is He the true Ofris of Egypt. As on the contrary, were the 
Invention of Arts as early as Scripture Hiftory reprefents it, then is 
Egypt to be believed, when fhe tells us that Ofris, their Inventor 
of Arts, was many Ages earlier than Seféfris their Conqueror: 
And confequently all Sir Jfsae Newton's Identity ſeparates and falls 
to pieces. In a word, take it which way you will, if Ofris 
were the fame as Se/ofris, then muft the Invention of Arts (for 
all Antiquity have concurred in giving that Invention to Ofris) 
be as late as the Age of Se/ofris, the Sefac of Newton: But this, 
Scripture Hiftory will not fuffer us to believe. If, on the other 
hand, Of is and Sefofris were not the fame, then was the Invention 
of Arts (and for the fame Reafon) much earlier than the Age 
of Se/eftris ; as indeed all Mankind thought before Sir Ifaac. Theſe 

were 
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were the Confiderations which induced that great Man, who fo 
well underftood the Nature and Force of Evidence, to employ his 
whole Sagacity of Criticifm in proving the Invention of Arts to be 
about the. Age of his Sefofris or Sefac. And is it poſſible he ſhould 
hive’ a Follower who cannot fe that he hath done this? or the 
Necefity he had of doing it? It will be faid, perhaps, ‘ that Sir 
** Ifaac has, indeed, argued much for the low Invention of Arts: 
“ but hath neither inforced it under the Name of an Argument, 
„nor ftated it in the Form here reprefented.” The Objection 
would ill become a Follower of the great Newton, who ſhould 
know that his Mafter’s Method, as well in thefe his critical as in 
his pbyfica/ Inquiries, was to form the principal Members of his De- 
monftration with an unornamented Brevity, and leave the Supplial 
of the {mall connecting Parts to his Reader's Capacity. Beſides, 
in fo obvious, fo capital, fo neceſſary an Argument for this Identity, 
it had been a ridiculous Diftruft of common Senfe, after he had 
{pent fo much Pains in endeavouring to prove the /ow Invention of 
Arts, to have ended his Reafoning in this formal Manner: And 
“ now, Reader, take Notice that this is a conclufive Argument for 
*¢ the fdentity of Ofris and Sefofrris.” Laſtly, let me obſerve, that 
this very Reafon which induced Sir Iſauc to be fo large in the Efla- 
blifoment of his Point, the low Invention of Arts, induced me to be 
as large in the Subverfon of it. And now fome reafonable Account, 
1 hope, is given of the feventy long Pages. — 
What follows is ſtill more extraordinary —However theſe were 
Matters (ſays the learned Writer, ſpeaking of the Invention of 
Arts) we never touched upon as relating natbing to our Purpaſe. Here 
1 cannot but lament the learned Writer’s ill Fortune. There was 
but one ſingle Point, in the Book he would defend, which is eſlen · 
tially to his Purpoſe, and that, he hath given up as nothing to his 
Purpofe; And more unlucky ſtill, on a Review of the Argument, 
hath treated it as an Error in his Author who took fo much Pains. 
about it, but yet as an Error that does not at all affect the Quef~ 
tion. For, 
He 
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He concludes thus—nor do they yet induce me to recede from that 
Conclufizn of the famous Newton, that Sefac was Seſoſtris, Ofiris, 
and Bacchus. Scſac, as I faid before, I have no Concern with. 
And as to Bacchus, it is agreed to be only a different Name for 
Ofris, The thing I undertook to prove was that Ofris and Sefofiris 
were not one and the fame Perſon: But, in doing this, I did not 
mean to fay that Ofris was not one of the Names of Sefofris. This 
is a very different Propofition ; and the rather to be taken notice of, 
becaufe I ſuſpect a Quibble in the Words of the learned Writer 
which would confound the Difference. Nor is this Sufpicion un- 
seafonable. For I have met with fome who have even ventured to 
fay that Sir Jaac meant no more than that Se/ofris was AN Ofris. 
But if he meant no more, | would allow him to mean any thing, 
and never to have his Meaning difputed. I, for my part, and fo I 
ſuppoſe the reft of the World, underſtood him to mean, “ That 
*¢ the old Ofris, famous amongſt the Egyptians for Legiflation and 
the Invention of the Arts of Life, was the very fame Man with 
„ Sefoftris, who, thofe Egyptians fay, was a different Man, of a 
later Age, and famous for the Conqueſt of the habitable World.” 
This was the Propofition I undertook to confute. Wherein I en- 
deavoured to thew, that there was a real Ofris, fuch as the Egyp- 
*¢ fians reprefented him, much earlier than their Sefofris.” And 
now (to ufe this Writer’s Words) the Cauſe being brought before the 
Public, let the Learned determine of it. As to the other Point, that 
Scefoftris went by the Name of the earlier Hero, this I not only 
allow, but contend for, as it opens to us one of the principal Grounds 
of that Confufion in their Stories which hath produced a Similitude 
of Actions whereon Sir Iſaac Newton layeth the Foundation of their 
IDENTITY. 


SECT. 
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SECT. IV. 
See Divine Lecarion, Vol. II. Book VI. Se&. 2. 


HE reverend and learned Dr. Richard Grey having lately 
epitomized the Commentary of one Albert Schultens on the 

Book of Jos, hath thought fit, in the Preface to his Abſtract, to 
criticife my Diſſertation on the fame Book in the following man- 
ner. Nor ſhould we omit, in the fourth Place, the Opinion of 
„eur Countryman, Mr. Warburton, who, with great Sharpnefs of 
„Wit and many Arguments ſufficiently {pecious, endeavours to 
4 prove that the whole Book of Job is dramatical and allegorical, 
+ yet founded in true Hiftory, and written by Eſara in Solace of 
the Jews, now returned from Babylon into their own Country, 
„and about to experience, contfary to their Expectations, an ordi- 
“ nary and unequal Providence. Now iu a matter very uncertain, 
„and which hitherto hath been made more uncertain by the dif-. 
« ferent Opinions of learned Men, hardly any Hvpothefis perhaps 
can be thought of which will fatisfy in all its Parts .“ Then 
having 


# —Non autem prætermittenda eft, quarto, fententia dottifimi viri Warburtoni 
noſtri, qui magno ingenii acumine, multifque argumentis, fatis quidem ſpeeioſis, pro- 
dere nititur, Totum librum effe opus dramaticum & allegoricum, vere tamen hittoriæ 
ſuperſtructum, ab Eſdra conferiptum, in folatium Judæorum, qui e Babylone in fuam 
patriam reverfi, providentiam ordinariam & inæqualem, contra atque expectabant, jam 
erant experturi. In re admodum fane incerta, & que eruditorum hominum diffenfione 
incertior adhuc reddita eft, vix ulla forfan hypotheſis excogitari poit, que ex omni 
parte ſatisfaciat. Ot ad eorum itaque fententiam acceda, qui librum Jobi omnium 
facrorum codicum antiquifimum effe putant ; ita a Moyſe quidem ex authenticis monu~ 
mentis defumptum, poeticeque ornatum fuiſſa, nullus dubito,=== Atque ex noftra hac 
opinione ratio fatis idonea reddi potet omnium eorum textuum, ficui firt, in quibus 
five ad legem, five ad hiftoriam Judaicam ante feriptum librum, allufum eft, non minus 
acf ab Efdra eum fcriptum fuiffe concedatur, de quo viro diverfa fentiunt eruditi, Quod 
vero ad eos locos, quos ad fequiorum temporum hiftorias referre putat vir doctiſimus, 

nempe 
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having told us what Spanheim faid, and what his Author Schulten: 


fays, which are nothing to the matter in hand, he goes on thus: 
“ There- 


nempe ail Hezekix ægritudinem & convalefcentiam, cap. xxxiii, 25. & exercitus Affyrii 
internecionem, cap. xxxiv, 20. ita eos intelligi ut nihil neceffe eft, ita commodius aliter 
svipi poffe, ex notis, ad quas lectorem remitto, fatis apparebit. Porro, opus effe drae 
maticum, fey potius veram hiftoriam forma dramatica, habituque poetico exornatam, 
femper exiflimavi ; at vero ſubeſſe quoque allegoriam, perfuaderi nequeo, fiquidem non 
R riptoris tantum ætas, fed & libri ſeopus, quantum ego quidem video, ei ſententiæ ad- 
verſatur. Nam quod dicit vir clariff. id præcipue in hoc libro difceptari, nempe an bonis 
femper bona, malifque mala, an utrifque utraque promi(cue obtingaat: hanc autem 
quæftioncm (a nubis quidem alienam, minufque ideo perpenfam) nufquam alibi gentium 
preterquam in Judæa, nec apud ipfos Judzos alio quovis tempore, quam quod affignat, 
morcri potuiſſe, id omne cx veritate fux hypothefcos pendet, et mea quidem fententia, 
longc atiter fe habet. Nempe id unum voluiffe mihi videtur facer fcriptor, ut piis em- 
nibus, utcunque afidtis, humilitatis & patientiæ perpetuum extaret documentum ex 
contemplatione gemina, hinc infinite Dei perfettionis, ſapientiæ ac potentia; illine 
humanz, quz in fandtiffimis quoque viris inet, corruptionis, imbecillitatis, & ignoran- 
tiæ. Quamvis enim in fermonibus, qui in eo habentur, de religione, de virtute, de 
providentia, Deique in mundo gubernane o fapientia, juftitia, ſanctitate, de uno rerum 
omnium principio, aliifque graviffimis veritatibus differtetur, hunc tamen quem dixi 
unicum cffe libri fcopum, tam ex initio & fine, quam ex univerfa ejus economia cuivis | 
opinor manifeftum crit. Ea enim, ut rem omnem ſummatim complectar, Jobum exhi · 
bet, primo quidem querentem, expoftulantem, effræ ni luctui indulgentem ; mox (quum, 
ut facri dramatis natura poftulabat, amicorum contradictĩone ſiniſtriſque fufpicionibus 
magis magifque irritatus & laceſſitus effet) imprudentius Deum provocantem, atque in 
justitia fna gloriantem ; ad debitam tandem ſummiſſionem fuique cognitionem revocatum, 
tum demum, nec antea, integritatis fux tam premium, quam teftimonium a Deo re- 
pertantem. Ex his, inquam, apparet, non primario agi in hoc libro de providentia, 
five æquali, five inæquali, fed de perfonali Jobi integritate. Hanc enim (quod omnino 
obfervandum eft) in dubium vocaverant amici, non ideo tantum quod afflius effet, fed 
quod affi@us impatientius fe gereret, Deique juftitie obmurmuraret: & qui ftrenuus 
videlicet aliorum hortator fuerat ad fortitudinem & conftantiam, qnum ipfe tentaretur, 
viltus labafceret. Quum accefferat fan&tifimi viri malis hæc graviffima omnium tentatio, 
ut tanquam improbus & hypocrita ab amicis damnaretur, & quod unicum ei ſupererat, 
confcientiæ ſuæ teftimonio ac folatio, quantum ipfi potuerunt, privandus foret, qnid 
mifero faciendum erat? Amicos perfidie & crudelitatis arguit: Deum integritatis tux 
teſlem sindicemnue appellat : quum autem nec Deus interveniret, ad innocentiam ejus 
sindicandam, nec remitterent quicquam amici de acerbis fuis cenfuris, injuſtiſque crimi- 
nationibus, 
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“Therefore as I am of their Opinion who think the Book of Fob 
s the oldeft in the Canon, ſo I am fully perfuaded that it was writ- 
“ten by Mofes himfelf, who took it from authentic Records, and 
<s put it into the Drefs of Poetry——And, on this our Opinion, 
“ good Account may be given of all thofe Texts, if any fuch 
* there be, wherein Alluſion is made to the Jewith Law or Hiftory 
‘6 before the Book was written, no leſs than if we fhould allow it 
„to have been written by E/dras, of whom the Learned think 
4 differently. And as to thofe Places which, in the Opinion of 
“ the Author of The Divine Legation, refer to Hiftories of later 
Times, fuch as the Sickneſs and Recovery of Hezekiah, cap. 
é xxxiii, 25. and the Deſtruction of the Afjrian Army, cap. xxxiv. 
1% 20, it will fufficiently appear by the Notes, to which I refer 
« the Reader, that there is no need to underftand them in this 
4 Senfe, and that they are more commodioufly underftood other- 
4 wife. Further, that the Work is dramatical, or, to fpeak more 
t properly, a true Hiftory in the Form of a Drama, and adorned 
4% with a poetic Drefs, was always my Opinion: But that any 
4 Allegory lies under it I can by no means perfuade myſelf to be- 
1 lieve; becaufe not only the Age of the Writer, but the very 


nationibus, ad fupremum illud judicium provocat in quo redemptorem fibi affuturum, 
Deumque a fuis partibus faturum, fumma cum fiducia fe noviſſe afirmat. Jam vero fi 
cardo controverfiz fuiffet, utrum, falva Dei juſtitia, ſancti in hae vita adfligi poſſent, 
hæc ipfa declaratio litem finire debuerat. Sin autem de perfonali Jobi innocentia dif- 
ceptetur, nil mirum quod veterem canere cantilenam, Jobumque ut fecerant, condem- 
nare pergerent focii, quum Dei folius erat, qui corda hominum explorat, pro certo 
fcire, an jure merito fibi Jobus hoc folamen attribueret, an falfam fibi fiduciam vanus 
arrogaret. Hac igitur dificultate fublata, nempe cur non ftatim obmutuerunt amici, 
quum de futuro judicio tam folenniter magnificeque dixiffet Jobus, nil obftat quo minus 
celebren illum contextum cap. xix. non de temporali in integrum reftitutione, fed de re · 
furrećtioae ad vitam æternam, intelligere poffis. Quod fi argumentis a commentatore 
noftro allatis, ea quoque adjeceris que vir omni laude major, jam epifcopus Sarifburien- 
fis, in differtatione fua, De fexteatia veterum de circumflantiis & confequentiis lapfus bumani 
pulcherrime contexuit, nil ultra, credo, defideraris, vel ad libri antiquitatem, vel ad 
vexatiffimi hujus loci fenfum, confirmandum. Praf. p. x—xv. 


Vor. VI. Pp Scope 
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** Scope of the Book (as far as J can fee) leads us to conclude other- 
“ wile. For as to what this Writer fays, that the main Queftion 
“ handled in the Book of Yob is whether Good happens to the Good, 
* and Evil to evil Men, or whether both happen not promifcu- 
* oufly to both: and that this Queftion (a very foreign one to us, 
+ and therefore the leſs attended to) could never be the Subject of 
*“ Difputation any where but in the Land of Jeda, nor there 
* neither at any other time than that which he afligns: All this, 
+ 1 fay, depends on the Truth of his Hypothefis; and is, in my 
Opinion, far otherwife. For the ſole Purpofe of the facred Wri- 
“ ter ſeems to me to be this, to compofe a Work that fhould re- 
main a perpetual Document of Humility and Patience to all good 
« Men in Affliction, from this two-fold Conſideration, as on the 
“ one hand, of the infinite Perfection, Power, and Wiſdom of 
„God; fo on the otber of human Corruption, Imbecillity, and 
** Ignorance, diſcoverable even in the beft of Men. For although 
“in the Speeches that occur there be much Talk of Religion, 
„ Virtue, and Providence; of God's Wifdom, Juftice, and Holi- 
“ nefs, in the Government of the World; of one Principle of all 
“ things, and other moft important Truths; yet that this, which 
] have affigned, is the only Scope of the Book, will appear mani- 
1 feft to every one, as well from the beginning and the end, as from 
the Oeconomy of the whole. For to fay all in a word, it firſt 
“t prefents Job complaining, expoftulating, and indulging himſelf 
‘in an ungovernable Grief, bnt foon after (when, as the Nature 
“of the facred Drama required, by the Contradiction of his Friends 
and their ſiniſter Sufpicions he became more and more teized and 
“ irritated) raſhly challenging God, and glorying in his own In- 
** tegrity; yet at length brought back to a due Submiſſion and 

„Knowledge of himfelf; and then, at laft, and not before, re- 
“ ceiving from God both the Reward and Teftimony of his Up- 
rightneſs. From all this, I fay, it appears that the perſonal In- 
“ tegrity of Job, and not the Queftion concerning an equal or un- 
** equal Providence, is the principal Subject of the Book. For that 


6s it 
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s it was (and there our Attention fhould be fixed), which his 
« Friends doubted of; not fo much on account of his Affliction, as 
s for the not bearing his Affliction with Patience, but complaining 
4c of the Juſtice of God. And that he who was an able Advifer of 
4s others to Fortitude and Conftancy, fhould, when his own Trial 
s came, fink under the Stroke of his Diſaſters. See cap. iv. ver.i 2. 34. 
„Now when the moft grievous Trial of all was added to the other 
“ Evils of this holy Perfon, to be condemned by his Friends as a 
*¢ Profligate and a Hypocrite, and to be deprived, as much as in 
** them lay, of his only remaining Support, the Teftimony of a 
good Confcience, what was left for the unhappy Man to do? He 
% accufes his Friends of Perfidy and Cruelty; he calls upon God 
„as the Witnefs and Avenger of his Integrity: But when neither 
God interpofed to vindicate his Innocence, nor his Friends forbore 
to urge their harfh Cenfures and unjuſt Accufations, he appeals 
“to that laft Judgment in which, with the utmoft Confidence, he 
4 affirms that he knew, his Redeemer would be prefent to him, 
„ and that God would declare in his Favour. But now, if the 
„ Hinge of the Controverfy had turned on this, Whether or no, 
4 conſiſtently with God's Juſtice, good Men could be afflicted in 
this Life, this Declaration ought to have finithed the Debate: 
% But if the Queſtion were concerning the perfonal Innocence of 
s Job, it was no Wonder that they ſtill fung their old Song, and 
« went on as they had begun, to condemn their old afflicted Friend, 
s fince it was in the Power of God alone to explore the Hearts of 
& Men, and to, know for certain whether it was Job's Piety that 
“¢ rightly applied a Confolation, or whether it was his Vanity that 
t arrogated a falfe Confidence to himſelf. 
“ This Difficulty therefore being removed, namely, why his 
“ Friends were not immediately put to Silence when Fcb had fo 
* folemnly and magnificently talked of a future Judgment, nothing 
*¢ hinders us from applying that celebrated Text cap. xix. not to a 
“ temporal Reſtitution to his former Condition, but to a Refur- 
« rection to eternal Life. But if, to the Arguments brought by our 
Pp2 „Com- 
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** Commentator, you ald alfo thofe, which a Writer above all 
** praife, the prefent Biſhop of Sarum, hath moft beautifully inter- 
* woven in his Diſſertation on the Opinion of the Ancients concerning 
** the Cis cumſtunces and Confequences of the Lapfe of Mankind, I be- 
** lieve you will want nothing to confirm you in the Opinion of 
** the Antiquity of the Book, and my Senfe of this moft perplexed 
* Paflage.” Thus far the very candid and learned Writer; who 
will not be difpleafed with me for examining the Reafons he hath 

here offered againſt my Explanation of the Book of Jot. 
He begins with faying, that I Have by many Arguments fuficiently 
Specions, endeavoured to prove that the whole Book of Job is drumatical 
and alligorical, yet founded in true Hiflory, and written by Eſdra in 
Solace of the Fews, Ge. And then immediately fubjoins, Now in a 
Matter very uncertain, and which hitherto hath been made more un- 
certain by the different Opinions of learned Men, bardiy any Hypothefis 
can be thought of which will fatisfy in all its Parts. Let us attend to 
the opening of his Caufe. 1. He owns my Hypatbefis to be ſulici- 
ently fpecious, and yet calls the Subject, which this Hyfothefis ex- 
plains, a Matter very uncertain; nay, HITHERTO rendered more un- 
certain By what? why, if you will believe himſelf, by many Ar- 
guments fufficiently ſpecious; for this is the Character he is pleafed to 
give of thefe of mine, which fill up the Meafure of thoſe diferent 
Opinians, from whence fo great Uncertainty is accumulated. 2. He 
fays that in an uncertain Matter fearce any Hypothefis can fatisfy. 
Now, though this be a common-place Thought, it is neverthelefs 
avery falfe one. For it is only in uncertain Matters that Hypothe- 
it's are invented, to be applied, to account for the Appearances of 
Things: And fure it is not of the Nature of an Hypothefis to be 
unfatisfatlory? 3. It is equally falfe that an uncertain Matter is, 
otherwife than by Accident, rendered more uncertain by Diverfity of 
Opinions. For the greater the Diverfity is, the greater is the Chance 
of coming to the Truth: As the more Roads Men take in an une 
certain Way, the greater the Likelihood of finding out the Right. 
4. It is not required in a fatisfactory Hypothefis that it thould /a- 
tisfy 
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tisfy in all its Parts: For then the greateſt and moſt momentous 
Truths would never be acquieſced in, ſince ſome of tlie fundamen- 
tal Points of Religion, natural and revealed, do not /atisfy in all 
their Parts; there being inexplicable Objections even to demonſira- 
tive Propofitions. 5. But what is ſtrangeſt of all, though he fays 
hardly any Hypothesis can be thought of which will fatisfy in all its 
Parts; yet, before he comes to the end of his Paragraph, he has 
found one that does fatisfy: and, ftranger ſtill, it is the common one, 
whofe Incapacity of giving Satisfaction was the Reaſon for the 
Critics excogitating fo many different ones. However, in this Hy- 
pothefis he refts, like a prudent Man as he is. Therefore (fays he) 
as I am of their Opinion who think the Book of Job the oldeft in the 
Canon, fo I am fully perfuaded that it was written by Mofes bimfelf, 
who took it from authentic Records, and put it into the Drefs of Poetry. 
Indeed, to make Way through fo much Doubt and Uncertainty, to 
an Opinion he may find his Account in, he has kept a Wicket open 
by the Infertion of the Particle vix; vix ulla forfan Hypothefis—but 
this will fcarce ferve his Purpofe ; For the Reafons why bardly any 
By pothefis can fatisfy extend as well to that he has given as to thote 
he has rejected: unlefs he will ſuppoſe the reft to be diſcredited 
by diſſenting from that, and not that from the reft : which perhaps 
after all may be his Thought. 

He proceeds And on this our Opinion a good Account may be given 
of all thofe Texts, if any fuch there be, wherein Allufion is made to the 
Jewiſb Law or Hiſtory before the Bock was written, no Iefs than if 
we foould allow it to have been written by Eſdra, of whom the Learned 
think differently Now, not to infift upon this, that the common 
Hypothefis, here followed, which makes Mofes the Author, fuppofes 
him to have wrote it before his Miſſion; and confequently, before 
the Jeuiſb Law and Affairs, alluded to, were.given and tranſacted: 
Not, I fay, to infift on this, though no probable Reaſon can be 
affigned for Mo/es’s Writing fuch a Work but for the People in 
Captivity; I will readily allow that Mofes might write any Thing 
that happened to him or his People, in or before his Adminiftration, 

as 


as eafily as Efdra could do. But the Queftion is, which of the two 
is moit /kely to have done fo. Our Author grants this to be a 
Work of Ins tation, or of the dramatic Kind; in which the Man- 
ners and Adventures of the Perſons acting are to be reprefented. 
Now could Mofes miftake, or, in fuch a Work, give without mif- 
taking, the Hiftory of his own Time for the Hiftory of Job's? that 
is, make Jeb tpeak of the Egyptian Darknefs, or the Paſſage of tlie 
Red Sea? Adventures of the Writer's own atchieving. Efira in- 
deed either way might well do this, as he lived fo many Ages after 
the Facts in Queftion. Could Euripides, for Example, have been 
fo abfurd as to make Orefes and Clytemneftra {peak of bis own 
Time or Actions? Though he might, without much Abturdity, 
have made them mix the Manners, or allude to fome Adventures 
of the Time of Draco. But our Author’s Caution deferves Com- 
mendation ; if (fays he) there be any fuch: The Ufe of this is 
evident, that if his own Solution will not hold, he may be at 
Liberty to deny the Thing itfelf. But what he means, by ob- 
ferving it, in Difcredit of E/dra’s Claim, that Learned Men think 
differently of bim, as if they did not think differently of Mofes too, 
is, 1 confefs, not fo evident. 

He goes on—And as to thofe Places, which in the Opinion of tke 
Author of the D. L. refer to Hifories of later Times, Juch as the 
Sicknefs and Recovery of Hezekiah, chap. xxxiii. ver. 25. and the 
Defrruction of the Aſſyrian Army, chap. xxxiv. ver 20. it will fifi- 
ciently appear, by the Notes to which I refer the Reader, that there 
is no need to under fiand them in this Senfe, and that they are more commo- 
diouſiy underflood otherwife. On this Point I agree to join Iſſue with 
him, and to refer myfelf to the Judgment of the Public. 

Further, (fays he) that the Work is dramatical, or, to [peak more 
properly, a true Hiftory in the Form of Drama, and adorned with a 
poetical Drefi, was always my Opinion: but that any Allegory lies 
under it, I can by no Means perſuade myfelf to believe; becaufe not only 
the Age of the Writer, but the very Scope of the Book (as far as I can 

fe) 
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fee) leads us to conclude otberwife. As to the Scope of the Bock, we 
thall examine that Matter by and by: But his other Argument, 
from the Age of the Writer, deferves no Examination at all, as it is 
a downright begging the Queftion ; which is concerning the Writer 
and his Age. Now thefe, by reaion of the Writer's Silence, being 
uncertain, muft be determined by the Subject and Circumſtances 
of the Work, which are certain: For our Author, therefore, to 
difprove a Circumftance, brought to determine the Queftion, by an 
Argument in which the Queftion is taken for granted, I fhould 
think unfair, were it not become the authorized Logick of all thofe 
Writers who give their own Opinions for Principles. It reſts then 
at lat, we fee, in his Belief and Perfuafion: And this is always re- 
gulated on the Belief and Perfuafion of thofe who went before. 
Thus he believes the Book to be dramatical, becaufe others have be- 
lieved fo too: He believes it not to be allegorical, becaufe he could 
find no other in that Belief before the Author of the D. L.— 
But let us now hear what he has to fay concerning the Scope of the 
Book, 

For as to what this Writer [the Author of the D. L.] (ys, 
that the main Queftion handled in the Book of Job is whether Good 
happens to the Good, and Evil to evil Men, or whether both happen 
not promifcuoufly to both;; and that this Quefion (a very foreign one 
to us, and therefore the lefs attended to) could never be the Subject of 
Difputation any where but in the Land of Judæa, nor there neither at 
any other time than that which he affigns ; all this, I fay, depends on 
the Truth of bis Hypothefs, and is, in my Opinion, far otherwife. 
That which depends on the Truth of an Hypothefis has, indeed, ge- 
nerally ſpeaking, a very flender Foundation: And I am partly of 
Opinion it was the common Prejudice againft this Support that in- 
clined our Author to give my Notions no better. But he fhould 
have been a little more careful in timing his Obfervation : For, as it 
happens, what I have thewn to be the Subject of the Book is fo far 
from depending on the Truth of my Hypothefis, that the Truth 

of 
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of my Hyputhefis depends on what I have ſhewn to be the Subject 
vt the Book; and very fitly fo, as every reafonable Hypotbeſis ſnould 
be ſupported on Fai. Now I appeal to the whole learned World, 
whether it be nut as clear a Fadi that the Subject of the Book of 
J. ö is whether Good happens to the Good, and Evil to evil Men, or 
whether both happen not promifcuoufly to both; as that the Subject of 
the firft Book of Tufeulan Diſputations is de contemnenda morte, On 
this I cftablithed my Hypothefis, that the Book of Fob muft have 
been written about the Time of E/dra, becaufe no other aſſignable 
Time can be fuited to the Subject.— But tis poffible l may miftake 
what he calls my Hypothefs : For aught I know he may underſtand 
not that of the Book of Fob, but that of the Book of the Divine Le- 
gation. And then, by my Hypothefis, he muft mean the great reli- 
gious Principle I endeavour to evince, THAT THE JEWS WERE IN 
REALITY UNDER AN EXTRAORDINARY ProviDENCcE. But it will 
be paying me a very unufual Compliment to call shat my Hypo- 
thefis which the Bible was written to teftify; which all Chriftians 
proſeſi to believe; and which none but Infidels directſy deny. How- 
ever, if this be the Hypothefis he means, I need delire no better a 
Support. But the Truth is, my Interpretation of the Book of ‘fob 
feeks Support from nothing but thofe common Rules of Grammar 
and Logic on which the Senfe of all kind of Writings are or ought 
to be interpreted. 

He goes on in this Manner. For the sore Purpeſe of the facred 
Writer feems to me to be this, to compofe a Work that foould remain a 
perpetual Document of Humility and Patience to all good Men in AMfic- 
tion from this two-fold Confideration, as on the one hand of the infinite 
Perfettion, Power, and Wifdom of God; fo on the other, human 
Corruption, Imbecillity, and Ignorance, difcoverable even in the bef of 
Men. Such Talk in a Sermon to his Parith for the fake of a moral 
Application, might be right: But to fpeak thus to the /earned World, 
is furely out of Seafon. The Critic will be apt to tell him he has mif- 
taken the Actor for the Subject, and might on the fame principle as 

well 
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well conclude that the purpofe of Virgil's Poem is not the Eſtabliſh · 
ment of an Empire in Laly, but the perfonal Picty of Æneas. But 
to be a little more explicite, as the peculiar Nature of this Work 
demands. The Book of Fob confifts of two diftin&® Parts; the 
Narrative, contained in the Prologue and Epilogue; and the Ar. 
gumentative, which compofes the Body of the Work. Now when 
the Queftion is of the Subje& of a Book, who means other than the 
Body of it? Yet here our Author, by a ſtrange Fatality, miftak- 
ing the narrative Part for the argumentative, gives us the Subject of 
the Introduction and Conclufion for that of the Work itfelf. And 
it is very true that the beginning and the end do exhibit a perpetual 
Document of Humility and Patience to all good Men in Affiiflion. But 
it is as true that the Body of the Work neither does nor could exe 
hibit any fuch Document. Firft it does not; for, that Humility 
and Patience, which Fob manifefts before his entering into Difpute, 
is fucceeded by Rage and Oftentation when he becomes heated with 
unreafonable Oppofition. Secondly, it could not; becaufe it is alto- 
gether argumentative; the Subject of which muft neceflarily be a 
Propofition debated, and not a Document exemplified. A Precept 
may be conveyed in Hiftory, but a Difputation can exhibit only a 
debated Quefion. I have thewn what that Qugſtion is; and he, in- 
ftead of proving that I have affigned a wrong one, goes about to 
perfuade the Reader, that there is no Queftion at all. 

He proceeds, For although in the Speeches that occur there be much 
Talk of Religion, Virtue, and Providence, God's Wifdom, Juſtice, 
and Holinefs in the Government of the World, of one Principle of all 
things, and other moft important Truths, yet that this which I bave 
aligned is the only Scope of the Book will appear manifef to every one, 
as well from the Beginning and the End as from the Oeconomy of the 
whole, For to fay all in a word, it fin prefents Job complaining, ex- 
pofulating, and indulging bimfelf in an ungovernable Grief; but foon 
after (when as the Nature of the facred Drama required, by the Con- 
tradiction of bis Friends, and their finiſter Suſpicions, be became more 
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and more teised and irritated) rafbly challenging God, and glorying in 
bis cwn Integrity: yes at length brought back to a due Submiffion and 
Knewwledge of bimfelf. The Reader now fees that all this is juft as 
pertinent as if 1 thould fay, Mr. Céillingworth’s famous Book againſt 
Knot was not to prove the Religion of Proteflants a fafe way to Sule 
vation, but to give the Picture of an artful Caviler and a candid 
Difputer. For, although, in the Arguments that occur, there be 
much Talk of Proteftantifm, Popery, Infallibility, a Judge of Con- 
troverfies, Fundamentals of Faith, and other moft important Mat- 
ters, yet that this which I have aſſigned is the only Scope of the 
Book, will appear manifeft to every one, as well from the be- 
ginning and the end, as from the Occonomy of the whole. For it 
firſt of all prefents the Sophift quibbling, chicaning, and indulging 
himfelf in all the imaginable Methods of falfe Reafoning: And 
foon after, as the Courfe of Diſputation required, reſting on his 
own Authority, and loading his Adverfary with perfonal Calum- 
nies; yet at length, by the Force of Truth and good Logic, brought 
back to the Point, confuted, expofed, and put to filence. Now if 
J thould fay this of the Book of Chillingworth, would it not be as 
true, and as much to the Purpofe, as what our Author hath faid of 
the Book of Yob? The Matters in the Difcourfe of the Religion of 
Protefants could not be treated as they are without exhibiting the 
two Characters of a Sophift and a true Logician. Nor could the 
Matters in the Book of Fob be treated as they are without exhibiting 
a good Man in Afflictions, complaining and expoftulating, impa- 
tient under the Contradiction of his Friends, yet at length brought 
back to a due Submiffion, and Knowledge of himfelf. But there- 
fore to make this the fole or chief Scope of the Book, (for in this 
he varies) is perverting all the Rules of Interpretation. But what 
mifled him we have taken Notice of above. And he himfelf points 
to it, where he fays, she Subject I bave ꝗſigned to the Book of Job 
appears the true both from the BEGINNING and the END. It is true, 
he adds, and from the Oeconomy of the whole likewife. 

Which 
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Which he endeavours to prove in this Manner : 

For it firft pr efents Job complaining, expofulating, and indulging 
Bimſel, in an ungovernable G‘ief : but foon after (when, as the Nature 
of the fucred Drama required, by the Contradiction of bis Friends, 
and their finifler Sufpicions, be became more and more teixed and irri- 
tated) rafbly challenging God, and glorying in Lis own Integrity: yet 
at length brought back to a due Submifion and Knowledge of bimfelf; 
and then at lafl, and not before, receiving from God both the Reward 
and Teftimony of bis Uprightnefs. This is indeed a fair Account of 
the Conduct of the Drama. And from this it appears, fi, that 
that which he affigns for the fole Scope of the Book cannot be the 
true. For if its Defign were to give a perpetual Document of Hu- 
mility and Patience, how comes it to pafs, that the Author, in the 
Execution of this Defign, reprefents Yob complaining, expoftulating, 
and indulging bimfelf in an ungovernable Grief, rafly challenging 
God, and glorying in bis own Integrity? Could a Painter, think 
you, in order to reprefent the Eafe and Safety of Navigation, draw 
a Veſſel getting with much Pains and Difficulty into Harbour, 
after having loft all her Lading and been miferably torn and ſhat- 
tered by a Tempeft? And yet you think a Writer, in order to 
give a Document of Humility and Patience, had ſufficiently dif- 
charged his Plan if he made Job conclude refigned and fubmifive, 
though he had drawn him turbulent, impatient, and almoft blaf- 
phemous throughout the whole Piece. Secondly, it appears frem 
the learned Author’s Account of the Conduct of the Drama, that 
that which I have aſſigned for the fole Scope of the Book is the 
true. For if, in ob's diftrefsful Circumftance, the Queftion con- 
cerning an equal or unequal Providence were to be debated: His 
Friends, if they held the former Part, muft seeds doubt of his In- 
tegrity; this doubt would naturally provoke Job's Indignation ; 
and, when perfifted in, caufe him to fly out into the intemperate 
Exceſſes fo well defcribed by our Author; yet con{cious Innocence 
would at length enable Patience to do its Office, and the cone 
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-lutive Argument for his Integrity would be his Refignation and 
Submitlion. 

The learned Writer ſhuts up the Argument thus. From all this, 
J fay, it appears, that the perfonal Integrity of Job, and not the Quef- 
tion concerning an egual or unequal Providence, is the principal Subject 
of the Book. He had before only told us his Opinion; and now, 
from his Opinion, he fays it appears. But Appearances, we fec, are 
deceitful; as indeed they will always be, when they arife only 
out of the Fancy or Inclination, and not from the real. nature of. 
things. 

But he proceeds to puth his Advantages. For that (i. e. his per- 
fonal Integrity] it was which bis Friends doubted of, not fo much on 
account of bis Affiittion, as for the not bearing bis Affliction with Pa- 
tience, but complaining of the Juſtice of God. And that be, who was. 
an able Advifer of others to Fortitude and Conflancy, fhould, when 
bis own Trial came, fink under the Stroke of bis Difaflers—But 
why not on account of bis Aficions? Do not we find that even 
now, under this unequal Diftribution of Things, cenforious Men 
(and fuch doubtlefs he will confeſs ob's Comforters to have been): 
are but too apt to ſuſpect great Afflictions for the Puniſhment of 
fecret Sins? How much more prone to the fame Suſpicion would 
fuch men be in the Time of Job, when the Ways of Provi- 
dence were more egual? As to his Impatience in bearing Afiction, 
that Symptom was altogether ambiguous, and might as likely de- 
note want of Fortitude as want of Innocence, and proceed as well: 
from the Pain of an ulcerated Body as the Anguiſh of a diſtracted 
Conſcience. 

Well, our Author has brought the Patriarch thus far on his Way 
to expofe his bad Temper. From hence he accompanies him to his 
Place of Reſt; which, he makes to be in a bad Argument. Nou, 
when (fays the learned Writer) the mof grievous Trial of all was 
added to the other Evils of this holy Perfon, to be condemned by bis 


Friends as a Profligate, and an Hypocrite, and to be deprived, as much 
as 
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as in them lay, of his only remaining Support, the Teflimony of a good 
Confeience, what was left for the unhappy Man to do? He accufes 
bis Friends of Perfidy and Cruelty ; be ‘calls upon God as the Witnefs 
and Avenger of bis Integrity: But when neither God interpofed to vine 
dicate his Innocence, nor bis Friends forbore to urge their barſb Cenfures 
and unjuft Accufations, he appeals to that laft Judgment, in which 
with the utmoft Confidence be affirms that be knew that his Redeemer 
avould be prefent to him, and that Ged would declare in bis Favour. 
To underftand the Force of this Reprefentation, we muft have in 
Mind this unqueftionable Truth: That be the Subject of the Book 
what it will, yet if the facred Writer bring in the Perfons of the 
Drama diſputing, he will take Care that they talk to the Purpoſe.“ 
Now we both agree that %o6's Friends had pretended to ſuſpect his 
Integrity. This Sufpicion it was Job's Bufinefs to remove: and, 
if our Author's Account of the Subject be true, his only Bufinefs.. 
To this end he offers various Arguments, which failing of their 
Effect, he, at lat (as our Author will have it), appeals to the fe- 
cond Coming of the Redeemer of Mankind.. But was- this likely 
to fatisfy them? They demand a prefent Solution of their Doubts, 
and he fends them to a future Judgment. Nor can our Author 
Jay, though he would infnuate, that this was fuch.a fort of Appeal 
as Difputants are fometimes forced to have Recourfe to, when they. 
are run aground and have nothing more to offer: For Job, after 
this, proceeds in the Difpute ; and urges many other Arguments 
with the utmoft Propriety. Indeed there is one way, and but one» 
to make the Appeal pertinent: And that is, to fuppofe our Author 
mifiaken, when he faid that the perfonal Integrity of Job, and not tha 
Queftion concerning an equal or unequal Providence, was the main Sube 
jeét of the Book: And we may venture to fuppofe fo without much 
danger of doing him wrong: For, the Doctrine of a future Judgment 
affords a Principle whereon to determine the Queftion of an equal on 
unequal Providence; but it leaves the perfonal Integrity of Job juſt as 
it found it. Bat the learned Author is fo little folicitous for the 
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Pertinency of the Argument, that he makes, as we thall now fee, 
its Impertinence one of the great Supports of his Syftem. For thus 
he goes on: But now if the Hinge of the Controverfy bad turned on 
this, whether or no, conffently with God's Juſtice, good Men could be 
afflifted in this Life, this Declaration ought to bave finifbed the De- 
bate : but if the Lugſtion were concerning the perfonal Innocence of Job, 
it was no wonder that they fill fung their old Song, and went on as 
they bad begun, to condemn their old affitied Friend; fince it was in 
the Power of God alone to explore the Hearts of Men, and to know 
Sor certain whether it was Job's Piety that rightly applied a Conſola- 
tion, or whether it was his Vanity that arrogated a falfe Confidence to 
himfelf. This is a very pleafant Way of coming to the Senfe of 
a difputed Paflage: Not, as of old, by ſhewing it fuports the Wri- 
ters Argument, but by ſhewing it fupports nothing but the Critic's 
Hypotbefis. 1 had taken it for granted that Fob reaſoned to the 
Purpofe, and therefore urged this Argument againft underſtanding 
him as {peaking of the Reſurrection in the xixth Chapter. The 
„ Difputants (fay I, Div. Leg. Vol. ii. Ed. 2.“ p. 546), are all equally 
„ embarrafled in adjuſting the Ways of Providence. Job affirms 
* that the good Man is ſometimes unhappy: the three Friends pre- 
*¢ tend that he never can; becaufe fuch a Situation would reflect 
« upon God's Juftice. Now the Doctrine of a Refurreéiion ſuppoſed 
e to be urged by Job cleared up all this Embarras. If therefore his 
Friends thought it true, it ended the Difpute; if falfe, it lay 
4* upon them to confute it. Yet they do neither: They neither 
“call it into queſtion, nor allow it to be decifive. But without 
* the leaft Notice that any fuch thing had been urged, they go 
on as they begun, to inforce their former Arguments, and to 
* confute that which they feem to underftand was the only one 
4 Job had urged againſt them, viz. the Conſciouſneſs of his own 
Innocence. Now what fays our learned Author to this? 
Why, he fays, that if I be miftaken, and he right, in his Ac- 
count of the Book of Job, the Reafon is plain why the three 
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Friends took no notice of Jobs Appeal to a Reſurrection; namely, 
becauſe it deferved none. As to his being in the Right, the Reader, 
1 fuppofe, will not be greatly folicitous, if it be one of the Con- 
fequences that the facred Reafoner is in the /}rong. However, 
before we allow him to be right, it will be expected he thould an- 
{wer the following Queftions. If, as he fays, the Point in the Book 
of $5 was only bis perfonal Innocence, and this, not (as I fay) pen 
the Principle of no innocent Perfon puniſped, I would atk how it was 
poſſible that 70 Friends and Intimates fhould be fo obftinately 
bent on pronouncing him guilty, the Purity of whofe former Life 
and Converfation they were fo well acquainted with? If he will: 
fay, the Difputants went upon that Principle, I then afk how came 
Job's Appeal to a Reſurrection not to filence his Oppoſers? as it 
accounted for the Juftice of God in the prefent unequal Diftribution 
of Things. 

The learned Writer proceeds—This Difficulty therefore being re- 
moved, namely, why bis Friends were not immediately put to filence 
when Job bad fo folemnly and magnificently talked of a future Judg- 
ment, nothing binders us from applying that celebrated Text chap. 
xix. not toa temporal Ręſtitution to bis former Condition, but toa Re- 
Jurreélion to eternal Life. How well he has removed the Difficulty, 
the Reader now fees. But he is too hafty, when he adds, that 
now nothing binders us from applying that celebrated Text chap. xix. 
to a Reſurrection to eternal Life. 1 have thewn, in my Difcourfe 
on Job, that many Things binder us from underftanding it in this 
Senfe, befides the Silence of the three Friends; fuch as the Silence 
of Elibu the Moderator, nay even of God himfelf the Determiner 
of the Diſpute . Which Difficulties become ſtill more perplex- 
ing, if indeed the fole Scope of the Book be, as our Author fuppofes,. 
to give a perpetual Document of Humility and Patience to all good Men 
in Affidtion : For then the Doctrine needed the Sanétion of the moft 
deliberate and authoritative Speakers. Add to this, that the learned. 
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Writer's Account of the Author creates new Difficulties. For can 
we fuppofe, Mofès would fo clearly mention a future Judgment here, 
and entirely omit it in the Pentateuch? Or is it a Matter of fo 
Night Moment that a fingle Mention of it would fuffice? Indeed, 
were Ejdra (as 1 tuppofe) the Author, much more might be faid 
in behalf of this Interpretation; as we have fhewn that the later 
Prophets opened, by degrees, the great Principles of the Gofpel 
Diſpenſation: Of which 1 would fain think the Doétrine of the 
Refurrcéion of the Body to be one. 

He concludes—But if, io the Arguments brought by our Commentator, 
vou add alfo thofe, which a Writer above all Praiſe, the prefent Biſbop 
of Sarum, bath nigſt beautifully interwoven in bis Differtation on The 
Opinion of the Ancients concerning the Circumftances and Con- 
fequences of the Lapfe of Mankind, I believe you will want nothing 
to confirm you in the Opinion of the Antiquity of the Book, and my 
Senfe of this moft perplexed Paſſage. To ſeek refuge in that excel- 
lent Prelate, whofe Notions of the Nature and Defign of the Book 
of Fob overthrow all he has been faying, and confirm all he has 
been oppofing, looks very much like Diſtreſs. However, if he 
will fubmit to the Bithop’s Authority for the Scope of the Book in 
general, I thall be very willing to allow his Interpretation of the 
nineteenth Chapter. Our Author indeed does that great Man’s 
Character but Juſtice. Yet how Dr. Schultens and Dr. Sherlock 
came to hit the fame Palate, to me, I confefs, is as hard to recon- 
cile, as how Bavius and Virgil fhould meet for a Model to the fame 
Writer. 

But the Name of that great Man is au/picious to facred Truth. 
One can no fooner mention him, on any Occafion of Literature, 
than one fees him pointing out fome Truth or other, capable, if at- 
tended to, of clearing up whatever may be in queftion. His fine 
Difcourfe on the Book of Fob abounds with Inftances of this kind. 
One of which falls here naturally in my Way. And as it feems the 
leaft ſupported of his Interpretations, and, at the fame time, greatly 
confirms what I have advanced concerning the Age of the Book, I 
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fhall endeavour to fet it in a juft Light. The Truth I mean is in his 
Interpretation of thete Words of Job, By bis Spirit the Heavens 
are garnifbed; his Hand formed the crooked Serpenr*. By 
which, he fuppofes, is meant the Devit, the apofate Dragon, 
Spaun dor, as the Septuagint, by thus tranflating it, feems to 
have underftood the Place. For he reafonably atks, How came the 
Sorming of a crooked Serpent to be mentioned as an Inflance of Al- 
mighty Power, and to be fet, as it were, upon an equal Foot with 
the Creation of the Heavens and all the Hoft of them.—Can it pof- 
fibly be imagined (fays he) that the forming the crooked Serpent means 
no more than that God created Snakes and Adders 1. Certainly, this 
could never be the meaning. But then it will be objected by thofe 
who are as loth to find a Devil for their Tempter, as a God for their 
Redeemer (imagining they are well capable of performing both 
Parts themfelves), that, by the crooked Serpent, is meant a great 
Conftellation near the Ar&ic Pole, fo called; or, at leaft, that enor- 
mous Trail of Light to which the Pagans have given the Name of 
the Via Lattea : either of which will beautify the Senfe, and ennoble 
the Expreſſion of the Context; the Circumſtance, of garniſbing the 
Heavens, being immediately, precedent. It muft be owned that this 
Interpretation has an extreme Air of Probability. But it is never- 
thelefs a falfe one; as I ſhall now endeavour to thew. 

It is certain then that the ancient Hebrews (if we may believe 
the Rabbins, who feem, in this cafe, to be unexceptionable Evi- 
dence) did not, in their Aftronomy, reprefent the Stars, either 
fingle, or in Conftellations, by the Name, or Figure, of any Ani- 
mal whatfoever ; or diftinguifh them any otherwiſe than by the 
Letters of their Alphabet artificially applied. And this, they tell 
us, was their conftant Practice, till in the latter Ages; when they 
got acquainted with the Science of the Greeks: then indeed, they 
learnt the Art of new tricking up their Sphere, and making it as 


Cap. xxvi. ver. 13. 
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fathionalle as thcir Neighbours. But they did it fill with Modefly 
and Reſerre; and fcrupled, even then, to admit of any human 
Figure. ‘Ihe Reaton given for this Prudery (which was the Danger 
cf Idolatry) is the highcft Confirmation of the Truth of their Ac- 
count. For it is not to be believed, that when the Afronomy and 
Superfliticn of Egypt were fo clofely colleagued, and that by this 
very means, the Names given to the Conſtellations, that Mofes, 
who, under the Miniftry of God, forbad the [/rae.ites to make any 
Likenefi of any thing in Heaven above, would fuifer them to make 
new Likenffes there: which if not, in the firſt Intention, fct up to 
be worfhipped, yet we know never waited long without obtaining 
that Honour. From all this it appears, that neither Mofes nor 
Efdra could call a Conftellation by the Name of the crooked Serpent. 
The Contequence is, that his Lordſhip's Interpretation is to be re- 
ceived; there being nothing elfe of Moment to be oppoſed to its 
Truth. But this Senfe, we fay, gives {trong Support to what we 
have obferved, in The Divine Legation, concerning the Age of the 
Author. It being there thewn *, that, according to the Method 
ufed by Providence for the gradual Opening of the Gofpel Princi- 
ples, we might look to find, in this very Place (as we in fact do 
find) the fr? more exprefs Information concerning the real Author 
of the Fall of Man, as recorded in the third Chapter of Gengſis. 
But, to conclude with the learned Editor of the Book of Job. 
Ile had, 1 prefume, given the intelligent Reader more Satis faction, 
if, inſtead of labouring to evade two or three independent though 
corroborating Proofs of the Truth of my Hypothefis, he had well 
accounted how that Hypothefis, which he affects to reprefent as a 
Jalfe one, thould be able to lay open and unfold the whole Poem 
upon one entire, elegant, and noble Plan, that does honour to the 
ſacred Writer who compofed it. And not only fo, but to clear up, 
confiftently with that Plan, all thofe particular Texts, whofe Want 
of Light had made them hitherto an eafy Prey to Critics and In- 
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terpreters from every Quarter. And this, in a Poem become through 
Time and Negligence fo defperately perplexed, that Commentators 
chofe rather to find their own Notions in it than to feek for thofe of 
the Author. This, how negligently foever the learned Writer may 
think of it, the Public, I am perfuaded, will confider as a very 
uncommon Mark of Truth; and deferving of another kind of Con- 
futation than what he hath beftowed upon it. 


SECT. V. 


See Divine Lecarron, Vol. I. and II. 


ERE I fhould have ended had I not been told, there was 
fomething ftill more wanted than a Defence of particular 
Paffages ; which commonly indeed carry their own Evidence along 
with them; and That was a general Review of the Argument of 
The Divine Legation, ſo far as it was yet advanced; explaining the 
Relation which the feveral Parts bear to each other, and to the 
whole: For that the deep Profeſſor who had digeſted his Theology 
into Sums and Syfems, and the gentle Preacher who never ventured 
to let a Thought expatiate beyond the Limits of a Pulpit Effay, 
would join to tell me, I had promifed to DEMONSTRATE THE DI- 
VINE LEGATION oF Moses; and that now, I had written two 
large Volumes with that Title, all that they could find in them 
were Difcourfes on the Foundation of Morality; the Origin of civil 
and religious Society; the Alliance between Church and State; the 
Policy of ancient Lawgivers; the Myfleries of the.Priefs, and the 
Opinions of the Greek Philofophers ; the Antiquity of Egypt, their 
Hieroglyphics, their Heroes, and their Brutal-Worfbip. That, in- 
deed, at laft, I {peak a little of the Jeiſb Policy, but L foon break 
away again as from a Subject I would avoid; and employ the re- 
maining Part of the Volume on the Sacrifice of Ifaac, the Book of 
Rr 2 Job, 
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Job. and on primary and ſtcondary Prophefies. But what, fay they, 
is all this to the Divine LGA TION of Moses? 
Die, Poflbume! de tribus Capenis. 


fro call the Notion a Panapox was very well: But not to fee 
that 1 had attempted to prove it, muft be owned to be ſtill better. 
I was aware of this Complaint, becaufe I knew with whom I had 
to do; and therefore, in the Entry of my fecond Volume, was 
willing that Cicero, who had been in the like Circumftance him- 
felf, ſhould ſpeak for me *. 

But (as it proved) to little Purpoſe. The Greatnefs of his Autho- 
rity, and the Docility of his Readers, which made a few Words 
fufficient in his Cafe, were both wanting in mine. So that I foon 
found myſelf under a Neceſſity of {peaking for myſell, or rather, 
for my Argument. Which as it was drawn out to an uncommon 
Length, and raifed upon a great Variety of Supports, fought out 
from every Quarter of Antiquity, and fometimes from the moft re- 
mote and darkeft, it was the lefs to be admired if every candid 
Reader fhould not fee their full Force and various Purpoſe; and ſtill 
leſs, if the Envious and Prejudiced ſhould concur to reprefent it as 
an inconneéted Heap of Difcourfes put together to disburthen a 
Common-place. For the Satisfaction therefore of the former, I 
fhall endeavour to expofe, in one clear and fimple Light, the whole 
Conduct of thefe myferious Volumes. 

Nor fhould the after be neglected. ‘Though ’tis odds but we part 
as diffatisfied with one another, as Bertrand and his Cuftomer. Of 
whom the Story goes, that a grave well dreſſed Man, coming to 


* Video hanc primam ingreflionem meam non ex Oratoris difputationibus ductam, 
fed è media Philofophid repetitam, & eam quidem cum antiquam tum ſubobſeuram, aut 
reprehenfeais aliquid, aut certe edmirationis habituram. Nam aut mirabantur guid bee 
pe timant ad ca qua quarimus: quibus fatisfaciet res ipfa cognita, ut non fine caufa alte 
repetita videatur: aut reprehendent, quad iagſtatat vias indagemus tritas relinquamse 
Ego autem me fape nova videre dicere intelligo cum pervetera dicam, fed inaudita ple- 
sifque. Cicero. 
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the Shop of that ingenious Inventer and Reliever of the Diftrefles 
of all thofe who are too dull to know what they want, and too 
rich to be at Eafe with what they have, demanded one of his beft 
Reading Glaſſes; which when he had examined upon all Sorts of 
Print, he returned back with folemn Affurance that he could not 
read at allin it. Bertrand, when he had recovered from the Sur- 
prite of fo ſtrange a Phenomenon, fairly aſked him, Sir, could you 
ever read at all? To which the other as fairly replied, Had I been 
Jo bappr, I bad not come hither for your Afiflance. Should I not 
therefore, with the fame Forecaſt, have afked thefe People, Gen- 
‘* tlemen, before I put my Argument for you in a new Light, pray 
“ tell me, do you underftand an Argument in any Light at all?” 
But would they have anfwered with the fame Ingenuity? They 
are filent. They modeftly let their Works {peak for them. To go 
on, therefore, with our Subject. 


In reading the Law and Hifory of the Jews, with all the At- 
tention I was able, amongft the many very fingular Circumftances 
of that amazing Difpenfation (from each of which, as I conceive, 
the Divinity of its Original may be clearly deduced) thefe two Par- 
ticulars more forcibly ſtruck my Obfervation, Fist, the Omifion of 
the Doétrine of a Future State of Rewards and Punifhments in the 
Religion of that People; no Inftance of the like Nature being to be 
found throughout the whole Hiftory of Mankind: In all the in- 
finite Variety of Gentile Religions this Doétrine ever making a 
principal and moft eſſential Part. The other was no leſs fingular, 
that the Founder of this Religion fhould pretend bis Diſpenſation 
was to be adminiſtered by an extraordinary Providence; that his 
Laws fhould have all one conſtant Direction purſuant to this Pre- 
tence; and that the ſucceeding Writers of the Jewith Hiftory thould 
all concur in the fame Repreſentation: No Lawgiver or Founder 
of Religion ever promifing the like Diſtinction; and no Hiſtorian 
ever daring to record ſo ſingular a Prerogative. 


As 
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As unaccountable as the former Circumftance appeared, when 
conſidered feparately and alone, yet when fet againſt the /atter, and 
their Relations to each other examined, one illuftrious Reafon of 
the Omiffion of the Doétrine of a Future State was not only imme- 
diately perceived, but, from that very Omiffon, the Divinity of the 
Jewith Religion clearly demonftrated. Which, as Unbelievers had 
been long accuftomed to decry from that very Circumftance, I 
chofe that preferably to all other, as a Proof of Tue Divine Le- 
GATION or Moses. The Argument is, in a fupreme Degree, 
ftrong and fimple; and not needing many Words to make it un- 
derftood. 


I. Religion, fuch as teaches a God, the Rewarder of Good, and 
the Punither of evil Actions, is abfolutely neceſſary for the Support 
of Civil Society : Becaufe human Laws alone are not fufficient to 
reſtrain Men from Evil in any degree neceffary for the carrying on 
the Affairs of public Regiment. But the Inequality of Events here 
below thaking the Belief of that Providence on which all Religion 
mutt be founded (for be that cometh to God muſt believe that be is, 
and that be is a Rewarder of them who diligently feek him) there was 
no other Way of fupporting and re-eftablifhing that Belief than 
by the Doctrine of a future State, wherein all thefe Inequalities 
ſhould be fet even, and every Action receive its due Recompence of 
Reward, The Doctrine therefore of a future State is immediately 
neceflary to Religion; and, through that, ultimately to civil Society. 
Yet, here we find a Religion without a future State, profeſſed with 
great Advantage through many Ages by a civil-policied and power- 
ful People. It appears, from what has been faid above, that, under 
the common Difpenfations of Providence, ſuch a Religion would be 
fo far from fupporting Society, that it could not even ſubſiſt itfelf. 
We muft conclude, therefore, that the Fewi/b People were, as their 
Founder and their Hiftorians pretended, indeed under the Difpenfa- 
tion of an extracrdinary Providence. 


II. Again, 
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II. Again, it appears from the univerfal Practice of the ancient 
Lawgivers, and the Principles of the ancient Sages, that the Doc- 
trine of a future State of Rewards and Punithments was eſteemed 
thus neceflary to Religion and Society, under the common Diſpen- 
fations of Providence. The Ezyptian Policy and Wifdom particu- 
larly, from whence thoſe Lawgivers and Sages borrowed theirs, 
cultivated this Doctrine, for thefe Ends, with an amazing Affiduity. 
Now Mofes, who, as we are affured by the infallible Teftimony of 
the Holy Spirit, was learned in all the Wifdom of tke Egyptians, and 
whofe Laws themfelves, as the Deift confeſſes, beſpeak him a con- 
fummate Mafter in his Art; this Mofes, 1 fay, when inftituting a 
new Religion, and forming an uncivilized People to Society, hath 
been fo far from inculcating the Doctrine of a future State of Re- 
wards and Puniſhments, that he hath even omitted to make the 
leaft Mention of it. Who fees not then that one Reafon of the 
Omifion muſt needs be, that this wife Lawgiver underftood, his. 
Religion and Policy might well fubſiſt without it? But, under 
the common Difpenfations of Providence, his Principles of Egyptian 
Wiidom had taught him, that neither one nor the other could do 
fo. What therefore are we to conclude, but that he himfelf was. 
fully convinced of the Truth of what he taught his Countrymen, 
That they were thenceforward to live under the extraordinary Providence 
of God. 

Thefe two Proofs of my MAIN Proposition, from the Thing 
omitted, and the Perfon omitting (which as they are diſtinct and in- 
dependent cf one another, fo I would defire the Reader to obferve 
that they are either of them alone ſufficient to eſtabliſh my Demon- 
ſtration) may be reduced to thefe two SyLLocisms, 


I. Whatſoever Religion and Society have no future State for their 
Support, muft be fupported by an extraordinary Providence. 
The Jewith Religion and Society had no future State for their 
Support. 
Therefore the Jewith Religion and Society were fupported by 
an extraordinary Providence. 


Again, 
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Again, II. It was univerfally believed by the Ancients, on their 
common Principles of Legiflatiun and Witdom, that what- 
fuever Religion and Society have no future State for their 
Support muft be ſupported by an extraordinary Providence. 


Mofes, tkilled in all that Legiflation and Wifdom, inflituted 
the Jewib Religion and Society without a future State for 
its Support. 


Therefore Mofes who taught, believed likewife, that 1h Reli- 
gion and Society were to be fupported by an extraordinary 
Providence. 


This is the grand Parapox I have been accufed of advancing : 
In the mean while, the Free.think r eſteems it none to contradict the 
univerfal Voice of Antiquity; nor the Syfem-maker, to explain 
away the whole Letter of facred Scripture. For had not Libertines 
denied the major Propofitions of thefe two Syllogifms ; and certain 
Bigotted-believers, the Minor ; my Demonftration of The Divine 
Legation of Mofes had not only been as Hrong, but as fhort too as 
any of Euclid s: whofe Theorems, as Hobbes fomewhere truly ob- 
ferves, were but the Paffions and Prejudices of Men equally con- 
cerned in, would foon be made as much matter of Difpute as any 
moral or theological Propofition whatſoever. 

It was not long then before I found that the Difcovery of this 
important Truth would engage me in a full Dilucidation of my 
Jour Propofitions: Neither a thort, nor an eafy Task. The two fir? 
requiring a fevere Search into the civil Policy, Religion, and Phi- 
lofophy of ancient Times: and the two latter, a minute Enquiry 
concerning the Nature and Genius of the Yewi/o Conſtitution. To 
the fiz? part of this Enquiry, therefore, I affigned the. fir? Volume; 
and to the other, the fecond. 


I. The 
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I. 


I. The First Volume begins with proving the Mayor Propo- 
fition of the frf Syllogiſm, that whatfoever Religion and Society 
have no future State for their Support, muf be ſupported by an extraor- 
dinary Providence. Where it is fhewn, that Civil Society, which 
was inftituted as a Remedy againſt Force and Injuftice, falls fhort in 
many Inftances, of its Effect; as it cannot, by its own proper Force, 
provide for the Obfervance of above one third Part of moral Duties ; 
and, of that third, but imperfectly > and, which is ftill of greater 
Importance, that it totally wants the frf of thofe two Powers, 
Reward and Puniſiment, which are owned by all to be the neceſ- 
ſary Hinges on which Government turns, and without which it 
cannot be carried on.. To ſupply which Wants and Imperfections, 
fome other coactive Power was to be added. This Power is thewn 
to be Religion; which teaching the Providence and Yuflice of the 
Deity, provides for all the natural Deficiencies of cvi! Society. But 
then thofe Auributes, as we thew, can be fupported only by the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments; or by a 
prefent Difpenfation of Things very different from that which we 
experience to be here adminiftered. 


The point being thus proved, the Diſcourſe proceeds in removing 
Objections, The Reader obferves, that the Steps and Gradations of 
this great Truth rife thus.—A future State is neceflary, as it fup- 
ports Religion; Religion is neceſſary, as it ſupports Morality; and 
Morality, as it ſupports Society. Hence I concluded the Doctrine 
of a future State to be neceflary to Society. Now there are various 
degrees in Libertinifm. Some, though they own Morality, yet 
deny Religion, to be neceflary to Society: Others again go ftill 
further, and deny even Morality to be neceſſary. As thefe cqually 
attempt to break the Chain of my Reafoning, they come equally 
under my Examination. And luckily, in the fr Inftance, a great 
Name, and in the fecond, a great Book, invited me to this Enter- 
tainment. 1. The famous Mr. Bayle had attempted to prove that 

Vol. VI. l Ss Religion 
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Religion was not neceflary to Society; that Morality, as diſtin · 
guithed fiom Religion, might well fupply its Place; and that an 
Atneist might have this Morality. IIis Arguments in Support of 
thefe Propofitions 1 have examined at large. And having Occafion, 
when I come to the laft of them, to enquire into the true Foundation 
of Morality, 1 confider all its Pretences ; inquire into all its Advan- 
tages; and thew that Obligation, properly fo called, proceeds from 
Will, and Will only. This Enquiry was direé#/4y to my Point, as 
the Refult of it proves that the Morality of the Atheiſt muft be 
without any true Foundation, and confequently weak and eafily 
fhaken. Vet it had a further Propriety, as the Religion, whofe 
divine Original I was here attempting to demonſtrate, has founded 
moral Obligation in Will only; and a peculiar Expediency, as it is 
become the Humour of the Times to feek for this Foundation in any 
thing rather than in what Religion places it. 2. But the Author 
of the Fable of the Bees went a large Step further, and endeavoured 
to prove that Morality was fo far from being neceflary to Society, 
that, on the contrary, it was Vice, not Virtue, which rendered 
States flourifhing and happy. This pernicious Doctrine, which 
would cut away our Argument by the Root, was inforced with 
much laboured Art and plaufible Infinuation. 1 undertook therefore 
to examine and confute the Principles it went upon: which I 
prefume to have done fo effectually, as will fecure the Reader 
from the Danger of being any longer mifled by it. In this manner 
I endeavoured to prove the MA jon Propoſition of the frf Syllogifm: 
and, with this, the fir? Book of The Divine Legation of Mofes con- 
cludes. 

II. The fecond begins with proving the major Propofition of 
the fecond Syllogifm, that It was univerſally believed by the Ancients, 
on their common Principles of Legiflation and Wifdom, that whatfoever 
Religion and Society have no future State for their Support, mufi be 
supported by an extraordinary Providence. This Proof divides itfelf 
into two Parts, the Conduct of the Lawgivers, and the Opinion of 

the 
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the Philofo phers. The fir? Part is examined in the Prefent Book, 
and the Second i in the following. 
In proving the Propofition from the Conduct of the Lawgivers, 
I thew, I. Their Care to propacate, Firſt, Religion in general. 
1. As it appears from the Reafon of Things, viz. the State of Religion 
all over the civilized World. 2. As it appears from Fact, fuch as 
their univerfal Pretence to Inſpiration; which, it is ſhewn, was 
made only to eftablifh the Opinion of the Superintendency of the 
Gods over human Affairs: And fuch as their univerfal Practice in 
the manner of Prefacing their Laws; where the fame Superin- 
tendency was taught and inculcated. And here I defire it may be 
obferved, that the proving their Care to propagate Religion in gene- 
ral, proves, at the fame time, their propagating the Doctrine of a 
Suture State; becauſe there never was any Religion in the World 
but the Fewi/b, of which that Doctrine did not make an eflential 
Part. I thew, Secondly, their Care to propagate the Doctrine of a 
Suture State of Rewards and Punifbments in particular. And, as the 
moft effectual Method they employed to this Purpofe was the In- 
ſtitution of the Mysrerigs, I give a large Account of their Rife 
and Progrefs ; which I thew to have been from Egypt into Greece, 
The Detection of the ANOPPHTA of theſe Myferies, which were 
the Unity of the Godhead, and the Error of the grofer Polytheifm, 
not only confirms all that is advanced concerning the Rife, Progrefs, 
and Order of the feveral Species of Idolatry, but rectifies and clears 
up much Embarrafs and Miftake even in the beft modern Critics, 
fuch as Cudworth, Prideaux, Newton, &c. while they ventured, 
contrary to the Tenure of holy Scripture, to fuppofe that the One 
God was commonly known and worfhipped in the Pagan World. 
For finding many, in divers Countries, fpeaking of the one God, 
they concluded he muft needs have a national Worſhip paid to him; 
though the Scriptures, both of the Old and New Teftament, repre- 
fent the Gentiles in a total Ignorance of the true God, and entirely 
given up to Polytheiſm. This, as we fay, has occafioned much 
Confufion and Miftake in our beft Writers on this Subject, while 
Ss 2 they 
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they would reconcile their own Conclufions to Scripture Premiſes. 
Now the Difcovery of the axcppyie of the Myfteries, enables us to 
explain the perfect Contiftency between facred and profane Anti- 
quity; which, left to ſpeak for themfelves, and without Interpret - 
ers, inform us of this plain and conſiſtent Truth, That the Doc- 
“ trine of the One God was taught in all Places, as a profound 
s Secret to a few in the Celebration of their myfterious Rites; but 
that a public or national Morſbip was paid to him no where but 
s in the Land of Judæa.” Where, as Euſebius well expreſſes it, 
Jer the Hebrew PEOPLE alone was referved the Honour of being 
initiated into the Knowledge of the Creator of all Things. And, of 
this Difference, God himfelf fpeaks, by the Prophet, J bave not 
Spoken in fcret, in a dark Place of the Earth; I faid not unto the Seed 
of Jacob feek ye me in vain . Aud the holy Apoftle informs us of 
the Confequence of this myfterious Manner of teaching the true 
Giod, that when, by this means, they came to the Knowledge of 
him, ‘bey glorified bim nst as God+. To confirm my Account of 
the Myfteries, 1 ſubjoin a critical Differtation on the fxth Book of 
Virgil's Æneis; and another, on the Metamorphofis of Apuleius. The 
ffi of which I prove to be one continued Dęſeription of the Myf- 
teries; and the fecond, to be written purpofely to recommend their 
Ufe and Efficacy. But by Mifchance (and the only one of this 
kind in the two Volumes) the Differtation on Apuleius is mifplaced. 
The Reader will obferve that, through the Courfe of this whole 
Argument, on the Conduct of the ancient Lawgivers, it appears 
that all the fundamental Principles of their Policy were borrowed 
from Ecyer. A Truth that will be made greatly ſubſervient to 
the Minor of my fecond Syllogifm (that Mofes was ſtilled in all the 
ancient Legiflation and Wiſdom, and yet inflituted the Fewifh Religion 
and Society without a future State for its Support) as well when I 
prove the /atter Part of the Propoſition in the fecond Volume, as 
the former Part, in the Third; where the Character of Mofes is vin- 
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dicated from the Objections of Infidelity. From this, and from 
what has been faid above of moral Obligation, the intelligent Reader 
will take notice, that throughout Te Divine Legation, I have all 
along endeavoured to fele& for my Purpofe fuch kind of Arguments, 
in Support of the particular Queftion in hand, as may, at the fame 
time, either illuftrate the Truth of Revelation in general, or ferve 
as a Principle to proceed upon in the Progrefs of the Argument. Of 
which we fhall give, as occafion ferves, feveral further Inftances in 
the Courfe of this Review. 

Thus, having thewn the Legiflator’s Care to propagate Religion 
in general, and the Doctrine of a future State in particular (in 
which is feen their Senfe of the infeparable Connection between 
them), I go on, II. To explain the Contrivances they employed 
to PERPETUATE them: By which it may appear that, in their Opi- 
nion, Religion was not a temporary Expedient to fecure their own 
Power, but a neceffary Support of Civil Government. 1. The firft 
Inſtance of their Care to this End was, as we thew, the ESTAB- 
LISHING every where a national Religion protected by the Laws of the 
State. But Men ignorant of true Religion could hardly avoid fall- 
ing into Miftakes in the Mode of this Eftablifoment ; purſuing a right 
End by very wrong Means: ‘Therefore, as the Subject of our Book 
is no idle unconcerning Speculation, but fuch as affects us in all our 
higheft Interefts as Men and Citizens, I thought a Defence of the 
Juſtice and Equity of an EsTABLIsHED RELIGION would well 
deferve the Reader's beft Attention; and this I have given him, in 
an Explanation of the true Theory of the Alliance between Church and 
State. 2, The fecond Expedient the Legiflator ufed for perpetuating 
Religion, I thew was the Allowance of a GENERAL TOLERATION, 
which, as it would, for the fame Reafon, be as wrongly conceived 
as an Eftablifoment, J have attempted to give the true Theory of that 
likewife. Where, fpeaking of the Caufe and firft Occafion of its 
Violation, the Subject naturally led me to vindicate true Religion 
from the Afperfions of Infidelity. And here l thew that the firit 
Perfecution for Religion was not that which was committed, but 

that 
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thar which was undergone, by the Chriftian Church. And thus 
ends the fecond Book of The Divine Legation. 


III. The Third begins with the latter Part of the Proof of the 
major Propoſition of the fecond Syllogifm ; namely, the Opinions of 
the Philofophers. For as the great Waſte of Time hath deftroyed 
moft of the Monuments of ancient Legiflation, I thought it proper 
to ftrengthen my Pofition, of the Senfe of their Lawgivers, by that 
of their Sages and Philofophers. Where I thew frf, from their 
own Words, the Senfe they had in general of the Neceſſity of the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments to civil 
Society. But to fet the Fact in the ftrongeft Light, I next endea- 
vour to prove, that even thofe of them (namely, the feveral Sects 
of Grecian Philofophers) who did not believe this future State, yet, 
for the Sake of Society, feduloufly taught and propagated it. That 
they taught it, is confeffed. That they did mot believe it, was my 
Bufinefs to prove. Which I firſt do, by the three following general 
Reaſons. 1. That they all thought it allowable to fay one Thing 
and think another. 2. That they perpetually practiſed what they 
thus profeffed to be lawful. And, 3. That they practiſed it with 
regard to the very Doctrine in Queftion. To explain and verify 
the two firft of thefe Propofitions, I had Occafion to enquire into 
the Rife, Progrefs, Perfection, Decline, and Genius of the ancient 
Greek Philofophy under all its feveral Divifions. In which, as its 
Rife and Genius are fhewn to have been from Egypt, we lay in a 
ftill further Support for the minor Propofition of the fecond Syllo- 
giſm. 

The Difcourfe then proceeds to a particular Enquiry into the 
Sentiments of each Sect of Philofophy on this Point. Where it is 
fhewn, from the Character and Genius of each School, and from 
the Writings of each Man, that none of them did indeed belive the 
Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments. But, 
from almoft every Argument brought for this Purpofe, it, at the 
fame time, appears of how high Importance they a/l thought it 


to Society. 
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Further, to ſupport this Fact, I prove next, that thefe Philofo- 
phers not only did not, but could not poſſibly, believe the Doctrine 
of a future State of Rewards and Puniſhments, becaufe it contra- 
dicted two metaphyfical Principles univerfally held and believed by 
them concerning the Nature of Gop and of the Sour; which were, 
that God could not be angry nor burt any one; and that the Soul was 
Part of God, and refolved again into him. In explaining, and veri- 
Hing the Reception of this latter Principle, I take Occafion to fpeak 
of its Original; which 1 thew was Grecian, and not Egyptian, as 
appears from the different Genius and Character of the two Philo- 
fophies ; though the ſpurious Books going under the Name of 
Hermes, but indeed written by late Greek Platonifts, would perfuade 
us to believe the contrary. The ufe of this Enquiry likewife (con- 
cerning the Origin of this Principle) will be feen when we come to 
clear up the Character of Maſes as aforefaid. But with regard to 
the general Queftion (concerning the Belief of the Pbilofopbers } 
befides the direét and principal ufe of it for the Support of the MA- 
jor Propoſition of the fecond Syllogiſm, it has (as J faid before I 
had contrived my Arguments ſhould have) two fuither ules; the 
one fo ferve asa Principle in the Progrefi of my Argument; the other 
to illuftrate the Truth of Revelation in general. For, 1. It will ferve 
for a fufficient Anfwer to that Objection of the Deifts, to be con- 
fidered in the laft Volume, that Mofes did not propagate the Dotirine 
of a future State of Rewards and Puniſbments, becaufe be did not believe 
it: It being ſhewn, from Fact, that the not believing a Doctrine, 
fo ufeful to Society, was efteemed no Reafon why the Legiflator 
fhould not propagate it. 2. It is a very ſtrong Proof of the Necef- 
fity of the Goſpel of Jefus, that the Sages of Greece, with whom 
all the Wiſdom of the World was fuppofed to be depoſited, had phi- 
lofopbifed themſelves out of one of the moft evident and ufeful 
Truths with which Mankind is concerned. Nor need we feek any 
other Juſtification of the Severity with which the holy Apoflles 
always {peak of the Philofophers or Philofophy of Greece, than this, 
the thewing it was directed againſt thefe pernicious Principles; and 

not, 
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not, as both Deis and Fanatics have concurred to repreſent it, a 
Condemnation of human Learning in general. 

But as now it might be objected that, by this Reprefentation, we 
lofe on the one hand what we gain on the other; and that while 
we thew the Neeefity of the Gofpel, we run a rifque of difcrediting 
its Reafsnablenefs: For that nothing can feem to bear harder upon 
this, than that the beft and wiſeſt Perſons of Antiquity did not 
believe a future State of Rewards and Punifhments: as this, I fay, 
might be objected, we have given a full Anfwer to it; and, to 
fupport our Auſwer, fhewn, that the two Extremes of this Repre- 
fentation, which Divines have been accuftomed to go into by con- 
trary Ways, are attended with great and real Mifchief to Revela- 
tion. While the only View of Antiquity, which yields folid Ad- 
vantage to the Chrifian Caufe, is fuch a one as this here given; 
fuch a one as thews natural Reaſon to be clear enough to perceive 
Truth, and the Neceffity of its Deductions when propoſed; but 
not generally ſtrong enough to di/cover it, and draw right D.duc- 
tions from it. And we prefume the Objeđors may allow this to be 
the true, as we have Cicero himſelf for our Warrant, who with 
an Ingenuity becoming his profound Knowledge of human Nature 
thus decifively expreſſes himſelf: Nam neque tam eft acris acies 
“in naturis hominum et ingeniis, ut res tantas quifquam, nifi 
“ monftratas, poffit videre; neque tanta tamen in rebus obſcuritas, 
„ut eas non peritus acri vir ingenio cernat, fi modo adſpexerit “.“ 
In explaining this Matter, it is occafionally fhewn that of the ancient 
and modern Syftems of dejfical Morality, the confeſſedly fuperior 
Perfection in the /atter is entirely owing to the unacknowledged Aid 
of Revelation.—Thus the Reader fees in what manner we have en- 
deavoured to prove the Mayor Propofitions of the two Syllogi/ms, 
that what/oever Religion and Society bave no future State for their Sup- 
port, muft be fupported by an extraordinary Providence: And that 
this was univerfally believed by the Ancients, on their common Principles 
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of Legiflation and Wifdom. For, having ſhewn that Religion and 
Society were unable, and believed to be unable, to ſupport themſelves 
under an ordinary Providence without a future State; if they were 
fupported without that Doctrine, it could be, and could be believed to 
be, only by an extraordinary Providence. 

But now, as this Proof is conducted through. a long Detail of 
Circumftances, thewing the abfolute Necefity of Religion in general 
to Civil Society, and the Senſe which all the Wife and Learned of 
Antiquity had of that Neceſſity; left this fhould be abufed to coun. 
tenance the idle and impious Conceit, that Religion was the Inven- 
tion of Politicians, 1 concluded the third Book and the Volume to- 
gether, with proving, that the Notion is both impertinent and falie. 
Impertinent, for that, were this Account of Religion right, it would 
not follow that Religion itfelf was vifionary ; but, on the contrary, 
that it was moft real, and fupported on the eternal Relations of 
Things: Falfe, for that Religion, in fact, exifted before the Civil 
Magiftrate was in being. But my End in this was not darely to re- 
move an Objection againſt the Truths ere delivered; but to prepare 
an opening for thofe which were to follow. For if Religion were 
fo ufeful to Society, and yet not the Invention of the Magiftrate, 
we mutt feek its Origin in another Quarter: either from Nature, 
or Revelation, or both.———Such is the Subject of the frf Volume 
of The Divine Legation: Which, as I thought proper to publith fe- 
parately, I contrived ſhould not only contain Part of that Proof, 
but likewife be a compleat Treatife of itfelf, eftablifhing one of the 
moft important Truths with which we have to do, viz. The Nece/- 
Sty of Religion for the Support of Civil Government, And if, in this 
View, I have been more than ordinary minute, while treating fome 
Capital Articles in Support of that Queftion, I prefume I fhall not 
want the Reader's Pardon. 


II. 


We come now to the seconp Volume of The Divine Legation; 
which is employed in proving the minor Propofitions of the two 
Vol. VI. Tt Syllo- 
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Syllogifms ; the firt, That the Jewih Religion and Society bad no 
Suture State for their Support: the other, That Mofes, frilled in all 
the ancient Legiflation and Wifdom, inſtituted the Fewifh Religion 
and Society without a future State for its Support. But in proving the 
Minor, a Method fomething different from that obferved in prov- 
ing the Major Propofitions was to be followed. The major, in 
the firt Volume, were proved fuccefively, and in their Order; but 
in this, the minor Propofitions are inforced all the Way together : 
And this, from the Reafon of the Thing; the Facts brought to prove 
the Doctrine omitted, at the fame time, accidentally thew the Omiſ- 
fion defigned; and the Fats, brought to prove it defigned, ne- 
cefarily thew it omitted. To proceed therefore with the Subject of 
the fecond Volume. 


IV. I juft before obferved, that the Conclufion of the fir? Vo- 
lume, which detected the bjurdity and Falfty of the atheiſtic 
Principle, that Religion was a Creature of the State, opened the Way 
to a fair Inquiry whether its original were not as well from Reve- 
lation as from natural Reaſon. N 

In the Introduction therefore to this Volume, I took the Ad- 
vantage which that Open afforded me, of thewing that the univer- 
fal Pretence to Revelation proves ſome Revelation muft be true: 
That this true Revelation muft have fome characieriſtic Marks to di- 
ftinguith it from the falfe: And that theſe Marks are to be found 
in the Inftitution of Afofes. But thus fat only by Way of Intro- 
duction, and to lead the Reader more eafily into the main Road of 
our Inquiry; by fhewing him that we purfued no defperate Adven- 
ture while we endeavoured to deduce the Divinity of Mo/es’s Law 
from the Circumftances of the Law itſelf. 

I procecded then to the Proof of the Minor Propofitions, That 
the Jcwiſb Religion and Society bad no future State for their Support; 
and that their Lawgiver purpofely omitted it. To evince thefe Truths, 
with fufficient Evidence, the Nature of that Inftitution was to be 
well underftood. But to form a right Idea of shat, it was expe- 
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dient we fhould know the Manners and Genius of the Hebrew Peo- 
ple, and the Character and Abilities of their Lawgiver. Now thefe 
having been entirely fathioned on Egyptian Models, it was further 
expedient we ſhould know the State of Egyptian Superflition and 
Learning in thofe early Ages. 

In orderto this, therefore, I firft advanced this Propofition, That 
the Egyptian Learning celebrated in Scripture, and the Egyptian Su- 
penſtition there condemned, were the very Learning and Super fiition re- 
prefented by the Greek Writers, as the Honour and Ofprobrium of that 
Kingdom. Where, I firſt ſtate the Queftion, and thew the equal 
Extravagancies of both Parties in unreafonably advancing or de- 
preſſing the high Antiquity of Egypt. 

I then ſupport my Propofition, firt by Fact, the Teſtimony of 
holy Scripture, and of the ancient Greek Writers fet together, and 
ſupporting one another. 

Secondly by Reaſon, in an Argument deduced from the Nature, 
Origin, and various Ute, of their fo famed HiRROOL vrnics. 
Where it is thewn, 1. That thefe were employed as the fole Vehicle 
of Egyptian Learning even after the Invention of Letters. For 
which no good Reafon can be affigned but this, that they were 
employed to the fame Purpofe, before. Now Letters were in ufe 
in the Time of Mofes. 2. Again, it is further thewn that the 
Onrrocrirics borrowed their Art of Deciphering from bieroglyphic 
Symbols. But hieroglyphic Symbols were the myfterious Vehicle of 
the Egyftian Learning and Theology. Now Onirocritic, or the 
Art of Interpreting Dreams, was practiſed in the Time of Jeſepl. 
3. And again, that hieroglyphic Symbols were the true Original of 
ANIMAL Worsuip in Egypt. Now animal Worfbip was eftablithed 
before the Times of Mcfes. From all this it appears that Egvpe 
was of that high Antiquity, which Scripture and the beft Greek 
Writers reprefent it. By which we come to underftand what 

avere the fpecific Manners and Superſtitions of Egypt in the Time 
‘of Mofes; they being, as now appears, identically the fame with 
Tt 2 what. 
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what the Greek Writers have delivered to us. In the Courfe of 
this Proof from Reafon, in opening at large the Nature, Origin, 
and various Kinds of Ig lian Hiercglypbics, 1 interweave (as the 
nec-flary Explanation of my Subject required) a detailed Hiftory of 
the various Modes of ancient I:formation by Speech and Action. As 
(on the fame Account) in the Original of Brute-Werfkip, I give the 
Hiftory of the various Modes of ancient Idolatry in the Order they 
arofe out of one another. Now ¢the/e J have not only made to ferve 
in Support of the Queſtion 1 am Bere upon; but likewiſe in Sup- 
port of a ſulure, and a pafl. For, in this Hiftory of the various 
Medes ef ancient Information was laid, as the Reader will find, the 
Foundation of my Difcourfe on the Nature ef ancient Prophecies, 
in the fixth Book; the Connexion of which Difcourfe with my 
main Subject, and its high Importance to Religicn in general, will be 
explained when we come to that Place: And, in the Hiſtory of the 
various Modes of ancient Idolatry, he may iee my Reafoning in the 
latter End of the third Book, againft the Atheiftic Origin of Reli- 
gion, fupported and confirmed. So ftudious have we been to ob- 
ferve what a great Malter of Reafon lays down as the Rule and 
70% of good Difpofition, that every former Part may give Strength 
unto all that follow ; and every latter bring Light unto ail before. 

But the bigh Antiquity of Egypt, though proved from Antiquity 
itfelf, feem’d not enough ſecured while the Authority of one great 
Modern remained entire and unanfwered. In the next Place, there- 
fore, I ventured to examine Sir I. Newton's Chronology of the Egyp- 
tian Empire, as it is founded in the ſuppoſed Identity of Ofris and 
Seffris; which I thew not only contradicts all profane, but, what 
is more, all ſacred Antiquity; and, ſtill more, the very Nature of 
Things. In the Courſe of this Confutation, the Caufés of that end- 
lefs Confufion in the ancient Greek Hifory and Mythology are in- 
quired into and explained; which ferves, at the fame time, to con- 
firm and illuſtrate all that hath been faid, occafionally in the frf. 
Volume, concerning the Origin and Progrefs of Idolatry, the Ge. 
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nius of Pagan Religion, their Modes of Worſhip, and their thcolu- 
gical Opinions. 

Thus far concerning the bigh Antiquity of Egypt. Which, be- 
fides the immediate Purpoſe, of leading us into a true Idea of the 
Fewifh Inſtitution, hath thefe further Ufes. We have feen, in 
the foregoing Volume, that Egypt, as it was moft famed for the 
Arts of Legiflation, fo it moft of all inculcated the Doctrine of a 
future State of Rewards and Punithments. Now if Egypt were of 
the high Antiquity I contend for, the Doctrine was inculcated in 
the Time of the H. bret Captivity: the Muelites therefore who 
lived fo long in Egypt, and had fo thorougly imbibed the religious 
Notions of the Place, muſt needs have been much prejudiced in fa- 
vour of fo reafonable and flattering a Doctrine: and, confequently, 
their Lawgiver, who had been bred up in all the Learning of 
Egypt, if he had. acted only by human Direction, muft needs, in 
Imitation of his Mafters, have taken Advantage of this. favourable 
Prejudice to make the Doétrine of a future State the grand Sanction 
of his Religion and Law. Again, the Proof of the high Antiquity 
of Egypt was a neceſſary Vindication of Sacred Scripture; which 
all along declares for that Antiquity. But which the Def? having 
endeavoured to take Advantage of againſt Mefes's Claim to Infpi- 
ration, Believers were grown not unwilling to explain away. And 
while this Curonoocy offered itfelf to ſupport the Bible Divinity, 
they feemed little attentive to the Liberties it. took with the Bible 
Hifory. 

To proceed : In order to bring on this Truth of the bigh Anti- 
quity of Egypt nearer to my Purpofe, I next advanced this fecond 
Propofition, That the Jewith People were extremely fond of Egyp- 
tian Manners, and did frequently fall into Egyptian Superftitions : 
And that many of the Laws given to them by the Minfiry of 
Mofes were infituted partly in Compliance to their Prejudices, and 
partly in Oppofition to thofe Superfistions. Through the Proof of 
the At part of the Propofition was propofed to be fhewn the- 
high Probability of an Inftitution formed with Reference to Egyp- 
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tim Manners; and through the Proof of the fecond, a Demonftra- 
tion that it was, in Fab, fo formed. In the Progrefs of this Ar- 
gument is given an hiftorical Account of the amazing Perverfity of 
the Fewifb People, from the Time of Mofes’s firt Miffion, to their 
Settlement in the Land of Canaan. Which ferves not only to evince 
the Fact we are here upon, their Fondnefs for Egyptian Manners ; 
but to prove (what will ftand us in ftead hereafter), that a People 
fo obftinate and headftrong needed, in the Inftitution of their 
civil Government and Religion, all poffible Curbs to Diſorder; of 
which, for this end, the Doctrine of a future State was ever held 
the chief in ancient Policy. 

But now, as it might be objected, that while I am endeavouring 
to get, this Way, into the Interior of the Feuiſb Conſtitution, I 
open a Door to the Ravages of Infidelity; it was thought necef- 
fary, in order to prevent their taking Advantage of the great 
Truth contained under the laft Propofition, to guard it by the two 
following, 

Firft, That Mofes’s Egyptian Learning, and the Laws inf tuted 
in Compliance to the People’s Prejudices, and in Oppofition to Egyp- 
tian Superfiitions, are no reafonable Objection to the Divhnity of bis 
Miffon. Where, in anſwering an Objection to the Proof of the 
Jirft Part of this Propofition, I had Occafion to explain the Nature 
and Origin of the Schools of the Prophets: Which, the Reader will 
find of this further Ufe, to give Strength and Support to what is 
faid, in the fixth Book, of the Nature of Propbefy; and particularly 
to what is remarked of Grotius’s Miftakes in his Manner of inter- 
preting them. And, after having eſtabliſhed the Proof of the fecond 
Part, from the Nature of Things, I examine all the Arguments 
which have been urged to the contrary, by the learned Herman 
Witfus, in his Ægyptiaca, as that Book had been publicly recom- 
mended, for a diflinct and folid Confutation of Spencer, De Legibus 
Hebraorum ritualibus. 


But 


OCCASIONAL REFLECTIONS. 327 


But I go further in the fecond Propofition ; and prove, that thefe 
very Circumſtancet of Mofcs’s Egyptian Learning, and the Laws in- 
Aituted in Compliance to the People’s Prejudices, and in Oppofition to 
Egyptian Superfitions, are a firong Confirmation of the Divinity of 
bis Mifion ; For, that one, bred up in the Arts of Egyptian Legif- 
lation, could never, on his own Head, have thought of reducing 
an unruly People to Government on Maxims of Religion and Po- 
licy fundamentally oppofite to all the Principles of Egyptian Wif- 
dom. And yet Mofes did this, in enjoining the Worthip of the true 
God only; and, in omitting the Doctrine of a future State. And 
again, that One who falfe pretended to Inſpiration, and to receive 
the whole Frame of a national Conftitution from God himſelf, 
would never have rifqued his Pretences by a ritual Law, which 
the People could fee was politically inftituted, partly in Compliance 
to their Prejudices, and partly in Oppoſition to Egyptian Superſti- 
tions. And with this the /owrt Book concludes. 


V. What hath been hitherto faid was to let us, in general only, 
into the Genius of the i Policy; in order to our judging more 
exactly of the peculiar Nature of its Government; that from thence, 
we might be enabled to determine, with full Certainty, on the 
Matters in Queftion, as they are contained in the two Minor Pro- 
pofitions. 

The fifth Book, therefore, comes fil! nearer to the Point, and 
confiders this peculiar Nature of the Jewib Government. Which 
is fhewn to have been a Titgocracy, properly fo called, where 
God himſelf became the fupreme civil Magiſtrate. This Form of 
Government is fhewn to have been necęſſary for the Times. In 
proving which, the Law of puni/bing for Opinions, under a Theo- 
cracy, is occafionally explained. And as the Deiſis have been accuſ - 
tomed to object this Punifhment againſt the divine Original of the 
Law, it is juſtified at large, on the Principles of natural Equity: 
Which ſerves, at the fame time, both to confirm the Reality of a 

Theocracy, 


328 REMARKS ON SEVERAL 


Theecracy, and alfo to give new Strength and Support to what had 
been faid on the Subject of Toleration, in the fir? Volume. 

2. This Theocracy, which was necgſary, was (as I then thew 
from the Notions and Opinions of thoſe Times concerning Tutelury 
Deities) of the moft eaſy Introduction likewiſe. But here, {peaking 
of the Method of Providence in employing the. Prejudices of Men 
to the great Ends of its Difpenfations, I obferve, that whenever 
divine Wifdom thought fit fo to do, it was always accuftomed to 
intert fome characteriſtie Note of Difference, to mark the Inſtitu- 
tion, it eftablifhed, for its own: which leading me to enumerate 
fome of thote Notes, I infifted chiefly upon this, . that the Mofaiç 
Religion was built upon a former, namely, the Patriarchal: 
s+ Whereas the various Religions of the Pagan World were all un- 
«t related to, and independent of one another.” As this was a Circum- 
ftance neceflarily to be well underſtood for a perfect Comprehen- 
fion of the Jeu Eſtabliſhment (the Subject in hand), 1 took the 
Advantage which the celebrated Author of the Grounds and Reafins 
of the Chriflian Religion had afforded me, (who, to difcredit Reve- 
lation, has thought fit to affirm the direct contrary) of ſupporting it 
againſt him in an Examination of his Fac#s and Regſonings on this 
Head. 

3- I proceed, in the next Place, to thew, that thoſe Prejudices 
which made the Introduélion of a Theocracy fo eafy, occafioned as 
eafy a Defeétion from the Laws of it. lu which I had Occafion to 
explain the Nature of the Wor/bip of tutelary Gods, aud of that Ido- 
latry wherewith the Jetuiſb People were fo obftinately beſotted. 
Both which Difcourfes ferve thefe further Purpofes, the former, to 
ſupport and explain what had been faid, in the frf Volume, con- 
cerning the Genius of Pagan Intercommunity of Worſhip: And the 
latter (beſides a particular Ufe to be made of it in the ¢4ird Volume) 
to obviate a common Objection of Unbelievers ; who, from this 
Circumftance of the continual Defection of the Fes into Idola- 
try, would infer, that God’s Difpenfation to them could never 
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have been fo illuftrious as their Hiftory reprefents it: Thefe Men 
ſuppoſing that this Idolatry confifted in renouncing the Law of Mofes 3 
and renouncing it as diffatisfied of its Truth: Both which Suppoſitions 
are here fhewn to be falfe. 

Having explained the Nature of the Theocracy, and the attendant 
Circumflances of its Erection; we then inquire concerning its Dura- 
tion. A Theocracy, therefore, in ftrit Truth and Propriety, we 
fhew, continued throughout the whole Period of the 7ewiſb State, 
even to the Coming of Chrifi. The Ufe to be made hereafter of 
this Truth, is to inforce the Connexion between the two Religions; 
a Circumſtance, though much neglected, incumbent on every ra- 
tional Defender of Revelation to fupport. 

We come next to the peculiar Confequences attending the Adminif- 
tration of a Theocracy: Which bring us yet nearer to our Point. 
Here, it is fhewn that one neceffary Confequence, was an EXTRAOR- 
DINARY ProvipENcE. And agreeably to this, (as deduced from 
the Nature of Things) that holy Scripture does in Fact exhibit 
to us this very Reprefentation of God’s Government: And further, 
that there are many favourable Circumftances, in the Charaéter of 
the Jeuiſb People, to induce a candid Examiner to conclude this 
Reprefentation érue. Though here the Reader ſnould obſerve, that 
my Argument does not require me to prove more, in this place, 
than that an extraordinary Providence is reprefented in Scripture, to 
be adminiftered : The Proof of its real Adminiſtration it is the Pur- 
poſe of this Work to give through the great Mepium of my Thefes, 
the Omiffion of the Doftrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifb- 
ments. If therefore I clearly thew, from the whole ew Hiftory, 
that the Matter is thus reprefented, the Inference from my Medium, 
which proves the Reprefentation true, anſwers all Objections, both 
as to our inadequate Conception of the Manner how fuch a Provi- 
dence could be adminiftered ; and as to certain Paſſages in holy 
Scripture that ſeem to clafh with this its general Reprefentation. And 
yet both thefe Objections (to leave no Shadow of Doubt unfatisfied) 
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are conſide red likewiſe: But as important as this Fact, of an extra- 
ordinary Providence reprelented, is, even to our prefent Purpofe, it 
has a ſtill further Ute when employed amongſt thofe diſtinguiſhing 
Murks of the Truth of Alofes's divine Miſſion in general. For, 
from hence, we may obferve, the unneceſſary Trouble and Hazard 
to which he expofed himfelf, had that Miffion been only pretended. 
Had he, like the reft of the ancient Lawgivers, done no more than 
barely affected In/piration, he had then no occafion to propagate 
the Belief of a confit equal Providence; a Difpenfation, if only 
feigned, fo eafy to be confuted, But, by deviating from their ge- 
neral Practice, and perfuading the People, that the én/piring tutelary 
God would become their King, he laid himfelf under a Neceflity 
of teaching an extraordinary Providence; and perpetually inſiſting 
on it as the great Sanétion of his Laws; a dead Weight, if he 
were an Impoftor, that nothing but downright Folly could have 
brought him to undergo. 

To proceed, after having laid this ſtrong and neceſſary Founda- 
tion, we come at length DIRECTLY to our Point. If the Yewi/h 
Government were a Tbeocracy, it was adminiſtered by an extraordi- 
nary Providence; the Confequence of which is, that temporal Re- 
wards and Punifoments (the Effects of this Providence) and not Fu- 
ture, were the SANCTION of their Law and Religion. Thus far 
therefore hath the very Nature of the Jeiſb Government brought 
us. And this methinks is bringing us fairly up to the Proof of our 
two MINOR Propoſitions. So neceſſary, as the reader now fees, was 
this dong Difcourfe of the Nature of the Jewiſh Government. But, 
to prevent all Cavil, I go further; and thew, that the Doctrine of 
a future State of Rewards and Punithments, which could not, 
from the Nature of Things, be the Sanction of the Law, was not, 
in fact, saught in it at all; but purpoſely omitted by their great 
Prophet. This is proved from feveral Circumftances in the Books 
of Genefis and the Low. Where, to thew, that Mofes, who, it is 
feen, fludioufly omitted it, was well appriſed of its Importance, I 
prove that the Punifhment of Children for the Crimes of their Parents 
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was brought into this Inſtitution purpoſely to ſupply ſome Advan- 
tages to Government, which the Doctrine of a future State affords. 
This, at the fame time that it further ſupports the Opinion of xo 
Suture State in the Mofaic Difpenfation, gives me a fair Occafion of 
vindicating the Juftice and Equity of the Law, puniſbing Children 
Sor the Crimes of their Parents; and proving the perfect Agreement 
between Mofes and the Prophets concerning it: Which had been, 
in all Ages, the Stumbling-block of Infidelity. 

But we go yet further, and thew, that, as Mofés forbore to teach 
the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Puniſhments, fo 
neither had the ancient Yews, that is to fay, the Body of the Peo- 
ple, any Knowledge of it. The Proof is ftriking, and ſcarce to 
be refitted by any Party or Profeffion but the Syfem-maker's. The 
Bible contains a very circumftantial Hiftory of this People from the 
Time of Mofes to the great Captivity. Not only of public Occur- 
rences, but the private Adventures of Perfons of both Sexes, and 
of all Ages and Stations, of all Characters and Complexions ; in 
the Lives of Virgins, Matrons, Kings, Soldiers, Scholars, Prieſts, 
Merchants, Hufbandmen. They are given too in every Circum - 
ftance of Life, victorious, captive, fick, and in Health; in full 
Security and amidft impending Dangers ; plunged in civil Bufinefs, 
or retired and fequeftered in the Service of Religion. Together 
with their Story, we have their Compeſitions likewife. Here they 
fing their Triumphs; there their Palinodia: Here they offer up 
their Hymns of Praiſe and Petitions to the Deity ; here they urge 
their moral Precepts to their Countrymen; and here again they 
treafure up their Prophecies and Predictions for Pofterity: Yet in 
none of thefe different Cireumſtances of Lite, in none of thefe va- 
rious Caſts of Compofition, do we ever find them acting on the 
Motives, or influenced by the Proſpect of a future State; or indeed 
expreffing the leaſt Hopes or Fears, or even common Curiofity con · 
cerning it: But every thing they do or fay refpeéts the prefent 
Life only; the Good and lil of which are the folc Objects of all 
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their Purfuits and Avertions . And here I will appeal to my Ad- 
verfaries themfelves. Let them fpeak, and tell me, if they were 
now ſirſt (hewn fome Hiitory of an old Greek Republic, delivered 
in the Form and Manner of the Yewsb, and no more Notice in it 
of a future State, whether they could pofhbly believe that that Doc- 
trine was national, or generally known in it. If they have the Icaft 
Ingenuity, they will anſwer, they could not. On what then do thcy 
fupport their Belief here but on re/igious Prejudices? Prejudices of 
no higher an Original neither than fome Dutch or German Syſtem: 
For, as to the Bible, one half of it is filent concerning Life and 
Immortality ; and the other half declares the Doctrines were brought 
to light through the Gofpel; which too is a Circumftance in Support 
of our Conclufion from the Fewi/fh Hifory, that would be wanting 
in the Cafe given of a Grecian. 

The Strength of this Argument is ftill further fupported by a 
View of the general Hiftory of Mankind: And particularly of thofe 
Nations moft refembling the Jeu by their Genius and Circum- 
ſtances: In which we find the Doctrine of a future State was always 
puthing on its Influence. It was their conſtant Viaticum through 
Life; it ftimulated them to War, and ſpirited their Songs of 
Triumph; it made them infenfible of Pain, immoveable in Danger, 
and fuperior to the Hour of Death. But this is not all, we obferve 
that even in the Jews Annals, when this Doctrine was become 
national, it made as confiderable a Figure in their Hiftory, as in 


It is very remarkable, that nothing more ftrongly evinces the defperate Folly of thofe 
who imagine the Bible has been adulterated by the Jews (unleſs it be their own Scheme 
of reforming it, by the Aſſiſtance of a Yew, who has accommodated it to the Tafte of 
Paganifm) than this very Circumflance of the profound Silence throughout, concerning 
a future State. For had the Rabbiss ever tampered with it on any Head, it had cer- 
tainly been on this, which they hold to be the very Fundamental of Fundamentals +. And 
which yet, after all their Sweat and Labour, to difcover in the Bible, they could neves 
get to; but are forced at laft to take it upon Truf or Tradition, as the Jsdiass do their 
Sundanental Terseife. 
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that of any other People. In the laft Place we thew, that it is not 
on the negative Silence only of the facred Writers, or of the Speak- 
ers they introduce, that we ſupport our Conclufion ; but from their 
poftive Declarations, by which they plainly diſcover, that there was 
no popular Expectation of a future State or Refurrection. Such as 
thefe ; That be that goeth down to the Grave ſball come up no mores. 
—That in Death there is no Remembrance of God, and in the Grave 
no one fhall give bim Thanks . — That the Dead know not any thing, 
neither bave any more a Reward t.—That they who go down to the 
Pit cannot bope for God's Truth §.—That tboſe who are dead, are 
not ||. Where we find it to be the fame popular Language through- 
out, and in every Circumftance of Life; as well in the cool Philo» 
Sophy of the Author of Ecclefiafes, as amidſt the Difreffs of the 
Pfalmift, the Lamentations of the Prophet, and the Exultations of 
good Hezekiah. But is it poffible this could be the Language of a 
People inſtructed in the Doctrine of Life and Immortality? Or do 
we find one word of it, on any Occafion whatfoever, in the Writ- 
ers of the New Tefament, but where it is brought in to be confuted 
and condemned? The People in Yeremiab fay, that thofe who are 
dead, are nit: Jefus, in the Gofpel, that Abraham, Ifaac, and Ja- 
cob, are among ft the Living. Good Men amongft the Jews faid, 
that thofe who go dswn to the Grave come up no more, know not any 
thing, bave no Reward, and therefore prayed for long Life here, to 
ptaife the God of their Salvation: St. Paul, on the contrary, de- 
voutly wiſhed for his Diſſolution, in order to receive elfewhere the 
Reward of his Faith and ſpiritual Warfare. Here, therefore, let 
me admonifh certain Dealers in Syflems, for once to fufpend their 
Trade, and attend a Moment to the Arguments they write againft. 
For it will not be thought enough that they prove, on the Princi- 
ples of their Syſtems, that the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards 
and Punifoments OUG HT to be in the Religion of Mofes, and therefore 


* 2 Sam. xiv, 14. + Pfal. vi. 5. $ Ecclef. ix. 5. 
§ Ma. xxxviii, 18, 19. Jer. v. 2. 
3s 
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13 there. The Public will now expect, that they directly apply 
themſelves to the Refutation of ¢hefe Arguments; which, being 
founded on no Syſfem, proceed in a different manner; and, from the 
Proof of what is not there, conclude, what ought not to be there. 
But it is much eafier to tell us what ſbould be in a Book, than to ac- 
count for what is in it. 

From the O/d Teftament, we proceed to the New; by which it 
appears, from the infpired Writers of this likewife, that the Doc- 
trine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments did nor make 
Part of the Mofate Diſpenſation. Their Evidence we have divided 
into two Parts, the i proving that temporal Rewards and Punith- 
ments were the Sanction of the Fewi/h Difpenfation ; the fecond, that 
it had no otber. And thus, with the directeſt and moft unexcep - 
tionable Proof of the two minor Propofitions, the fifth Book con · 
cludes. 


VI. But to remove, as far as I was able, all Grounds of Prejudice 
to this momentous Truth, I employed the fatb and laft Book of 
this Volume in examining thofe Texts of the O/d and New Tefta- 
ment, which had been commonly urged to prove that the Doctrine 
of a future State of Rewards and Punithments did make part of the 
Mofaic Diſpenſation. 

Amongft thofe of the O/d Teftament, the famous Paffage in the 
xixth Chapter of the Book of Job holding the principal Place, I 
judged it of Importance, for the Reafons there aſſigned, to examine 
this Matter to the Bottom; which neceſſarily engaged me in an 
Enquiry into the Nature and Genius of that Book; when written, 
and to what Purpofe; whereby not only a fair Account is given of 
the Senfe of that Paſſage, confiftent with my Propoſition; but a 
ſtrong Support is provided for what will be further faid in the shird 
and lat Volume, concerning the gradual Decay of the extraordi- 
nary Providence, from the Time of Saul to the Return from the 
great Captivity, and Refettlement in the Land of Fudæa. 


But 
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But this Differtation has ftill a further, and very important ufe, 
regarding Revelation in general. Lor fhewing therein, how the 
Principles of the Gofpel Doctrine opened by Degrees, fully obviates 
the Calumnies of Tyndal and Collins: who pretend that the Priefts 
and Leaders of the Jews refined their old Doctrines concerning the 
Deity, and invented new ones, juft as they advanced in Knowledge 
or the People in Curiofity ; or as both were better inſtructed in the 
Country to which they were led captive. 

In examining the Texts of the New Teftament, the famous 
eleventh Chapter of the Epifile to the Hebrews was not forgotten; the 
Senfe of which is cleared up from the ſtrongeſt and moft inveterate 
Nliſtakes of ſyſtematical Divines. In this Place is occaſionally ex- 
plained and illuftrated a Matter of the higheft Moment for the un- 
derftanding St. Paul's Epiftles, namely, the Nature of the Apeſtolic 
Reafoning againft the Errors of the Jewith Converts ; and this like- 
wife contributes ftill further to ſupport the Truth of our two MiNoR 
Propofitions. 

As in all this 1 taught nothing contrary to the Doctrine of our 
excellent Church, my Profeffion, in common Decency, not to fay 
Fufice both to myſelf and others, required J ſhould vindicate the 
Reality of my Conformity. Having therefore declared it as my 
unfeigned Opinion that, * though a future State of Rewards and 
1 Punifhments made no part of the Maſaic Difpenfation, yet that 
t the Law had a /piritual Meaning, to be underftood when the 
« Fullnefs of Time fhould come, and hence received the Nature, 
and afforded the Efficacy of Prophecy: And That in the interim, 
“s the Myfeery of the Gofpel was occafionally revealed by God to his. 
« chofen Servants, the Leaders and Fathers of the Fewi/b Nation; 
4 and the Dawning of it gradually opened by the Prophets to the 
People:“ Having, I fay, declared this to be my unfeigned 
Opinion, I ſhew, from the Words of the Seventh Article of Religion, 
that it is the Opinion of our excellent Church likewife. And that 
I may not be ſuſpected of Tergixerſation, when 1 ſubſcribe to this 
Article, that They are not to be heard which feign, tbat the cld 
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Fathers did look only for tranfitory Promifes, I attempt to illuftrate 
the Words of Jeſus, where he fays that Abraham rejoiced to fee 
Chrift’s Day, and Jaw it, and was glad, by the nobleft Inftance 
that ever was given of the Harmony between the Old and New 
Teftament, on the Principles before laid down in the Difcourfe on 
the Hieroglyphics; and thew that the Command to Abraham to offer 
Jaae was merely an Information (given at Abrahams earneſt Re- 
queſt) in a reprefentative Alion, inſtead of Words, of the Redemp- 
tion of Mankind by the great Sacrifice of Chrif. From whence we 
gain two other Advantages, befides that more immediate, of jufti- 
fying the Doctrine of our national Church, The ff of which is 
the ſupporting a real and eſſential Connection between Fudaiſin and 
Chrifianity. The other is, difpofing the Deifts to think more 
favourably of their Bible: For our Interpretation overthrows all 
Objections to this part of Abraham's Hiſtory. The Matter there- 
fore being of this high Importance, it was proper to fix it on fuch 
Principles as would leave no Room for Doubt or Objection. And 
this could be done only by explaining the Nature of thofe various 
Modes of Information in ufe amongſt the Ancients; for which Ex- 
planation likewife a proper Foundation had been laid in the Dif- 
courfe on the Hieroglyphics. But this is not all; we get a yet fur- 
ther and much more confiderable Benefit by it, and that is the 
clearing up and vindicating the logical Truth and Propriety of 
Types in Aion, and fecondary Senfes in Speech: whereon the Divi- 
nity of the ancient Prophecies concerning Chrif are to be fupport- 
ed; and which, at this Time, moft needed a Support. For though 
the greater part of thefe Prophefes relate to Jeſus only in a ſecondary 
Senfe, yet had fome Men of Name and in the Interefts of Religion, 
through Ignorance of the true Original aud Nature of /econdary 
Senfes, raſbly concurred with modern Fudai/m and Infidelity, to 
give up all fuch as illogical and ent buſſaſtie, to the imminent Ha- 
zard of overturning the very Foundation of our Faith. In the 
Courfe of this Enquiry, I had an Opportunity of examining and 
confuting one of the moft able and plaufible Books ever written 


againſt 
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againft Revelation, the Grounds and Reafons of the Cbriſtian Religion, 
which goes entirely upon the illogical Fanaticiſm of a ſecondary Senſe 
of Prophefies. 

The intelligent Reader will, I prefume, allow thefe Reafons fuf- 
ficient to juftify the Length of this Differtation: but there were two 
other more immediately relative to my Queftion, that engaged me in 
the Enquiry. The one was to thew, that thofe, who contend for 
the Chriftian Doctrine of a future State's being revealed to the early 
Jews, deftroy all Reafon of a fecondary Senſe of Prophefies ; (a Mat- 
ter, as we have fhewn, of the utmoſt Importance to Revelation :) 
For how can it be certainly known, from the Prophefies themfelves, 
that they contain double Senſes, but from hence, that the old Law 
was preparatory to, and the Rudiments of, the New ? How thall 
this Relation be certainly known, but from hence, that no future 
State of Rewards and Punifbments is to be found in the Mofaic Dif» 
penfation? So clofe a Dependence have all thefe momentous Prin- 
ciples on one another. The other more immediate Reaſon for this 
Diflertation, on Types and fecondary Senfes, was this: As I had 
fhewn that a future State of Rewards and Punithments was revealed 
under no part of the Fewib Oeconomy any otherwife than by shofe 
Modes of Information, it was neceffary, in order to ſhew the real 
Connection between Judaiſin and Chriſtianiiy (the Truth of the 
latter Religion depending on that real Connection) to prove thofè 
Modes logical and rational. For as on the one hand, had the Doc- 
rine of Life and Immortality been revealed under the Mofaic Oeco- 
nomy, Judaiſin had been more than a Rudiment and Preparation of 
Chriftianity; fo had no covert Intimations at all been given of the 
Doctrine, it had been : That is, the Dependency and Connec- 
tion between the two Religions had not been fufficiently marked 
out and afcertained. With this neceſſary Diſſertation, therefore, 
this /fixth and laft Book of the fecond Volume concludes. 

Thus the Reader fees at length, how regularly and intently tlleſe 
two Volumes have been carried on: The frf in proving the Major, 
and the ſecond, the Minor Propoſitions of the two SyHogifms. In 

VoL. VI. Xx which, 
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which, though the Author (whofe Paffion is not fo much a fond- 
nets for his own Argument as for the Honour and Support of Re- 
ligion itlelf) has neglected no fair Occafion of inforcing every Cir- 
cumftance, that might ferve to illuftrate the Truth of Revelation 
in general; yet he never lofes Sight of his End; but, as the Rule 
for conducting the moft regular Works prefcribes, 


Semper ad eventum feflinat. 


This Volume too | thought fit to publith alone, as I did the Fir?'s 
though not mere’y for the fame Reaſon, its being a perfect and 
entire /V’bole of itſelf, explaining the Nature and Genius of the 
Jewiiſb Conftitution; but for a much better—that it fairly finifhed 
the Argument. For my Logic teaches me, that, when the Major 
and the Minor are once proved, the Concusion follows of courfe. 
And this is, that Tue Jewish RELIGION AND SOCIETY WERE 
SUPPORTED BY AN EXTRAORDINARY Provipence: For be this 
never fo furious a PAk Abox, it may be rendered as tame and harm- 
lefs as any other Truth by the common Advantages of Argument; 
unleſs a Raifer of Paradoxes, like a Raifer of Rebellion, is to be ipp 
Jočlo, outlawed; and the One denied all Benefit of the Logic, as the 
Other is, of the Law, of his Country. 


III. 

VII. It may be aſked then, what I mean by a third Volume, if 
the Argument be ended in the fecond? To this I anfwer, That it 
is one Thing to ſatisfy Truth; and another, her pretended Fol- 
lowers. He who engages for Revelation, has many Prejudices to 
encounter; but he who engages for it, under Reaſon only, has 
many more. I cannot then make too fure of my Reader. And, 
luckily, the Plan of my Work obliging me to continue the Hiffory 
of the Religious Doctrines of the Jews, from the Time of the firft 
Prophets, to that of the Maccabees, when the Doctrine of a Future 
State of Rewards and Puniſhments firft became national; this Hif- 
tory will afford abundant Proofs for the further Illuſtration of the 

, MAJOR 
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MAJOR Propofitions of the two Syllogiſms. And this will make 
the Subject of the feventh Book of The Divine Legation, or the frf 
Part of the Third Volume. 


VIII. Having in this Manner gone through my general Argument, 
what remains is an Examination of the principal Oéjeétions that may 
be urged againſt it: And thefe being founded in the ſuppoſed 
Views and Objects of the Fewiſb Lawgiver, this Examination will 
be chiefly employed in explaining and vindicating the true Cu A- 
RACTER of Moses: From whence will arife a new Series of Ar- 
guments for the Support of the Mio Propofitions of the two H/. 
logifms : and, particularly, a Demonftration that ſnews the Conclu- 

fion of the fecond Syllogiſm *, to have all the Force of the frf +: the 
only thing it might ſeem to want. This Demonſtration may be re- 
duced to this Syllogifm. 

None, but one ignorant of the World, or an Enthufiaft, who had 
received a Promiſe like that given to the Jews, and had lived to 
the Time marked for its Accomplifhment, could be miftaken 
either about the Promife or its Completion. 

But Mofes received fuch a Promiſe, and lived to the Time marked 
for its Accomplifhment, and was neither ignorant of the World, 
nor an Enthufiaft. 

Therefore Mofés not miftaken either about the Promiſe or its Ac- 
compliſhment. 

This will make the Subject of the eighth Book, or the fecond part 

of the third Volume. 


IX. But having, towards the Concluſion of the eighth Book, in 
anſwer to various infidel Objections, examined the pretended Reaſous 
of the Omiffion of the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and 
Punithments in the Mo/aic Difpenfation ; I am naturally and neceſ- 


* Namely, that Mofes, who taught, believed likewiſe, that the Jewith Religion and 
Society were to be fupported by an extraordinary Providence. 
+ Namely, that they were under an extraordinary Provide nee. 
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ſar. ly led to enquire, further, into the rrue. For now it might 
be incl y objeéted, that though, under an extraordinary Providence, 
there might be no Occafion for the Doctrine of a future State of Re- 
wards and Puuiſhments, in Support of Religión, or the Ends of 
Government; yet, as that Doctrine was frue, and, confequently, 
under every Regiment of Providence, u/eful; it ſeems hard to con- 
ceive that the Religious Leader of the Jews, becaufe, as a Law- 
giver, he could do without it, that therefore, as a Divine, he would 
omit it. The Objection is of Weight in itfelf, and receives much 
additional Strength from what we have obferved in the fifth Book 
concerning the Reafon of the Law of punifbing Children for the Crimes 
of their Parents, I hold it therefore not fufficient barely to reply, 
Mofes omitted it, that bis Law might thereby remain throughout all 
Ages an invincible Monument of the Truth of bis Pretences; but pro- 
cced to explain the great and principal Reafon of the Omiſſion. 
And now, ventum ad verum ef. This leads me into one general 
View of the whole Courfe of God’s univerfal Oeconomy from Adam 
to Chrif, ending in a Diflertation on the true Nature and Genius 
of the Curtstian FAIT u, and fo adding new and irrefiftible Force 
to the Conc.usions of both my Syllogifms. With this the ninth 
Book, or third Part of the laft Volume, concludes. 


This 1 purpofe to give the Public without Delay: Not for any 
preſſing Neceſſity my Argument has of it, for I left it not, as was 
infinuated, naked and fupportlefs; but, as the Reader now fees, 
furrounded with various Oxfworks, and ſtanding ſtrongly on its 
Conciuſion; But, principally, that I may be at Liberty to addrefs 
myſelf to a much larger Work. 4 full Defence of Revelation in ge- 
ncrul and of the Chriftian Faith in particular, againfi Unbelievers of 
all Denominations. A Work long projected, and which my Chrif- 
tian Proteffion, and ftill more ſolemn Engagements in the Service 
of Religion, perfuaded me was my Duty, with the good Leave of 
my Brethren, to devote myſelf unto. Not to ſpeak at preſeut 
of the high Encouragement to all Attempts of this Nature from the 

Felicity 
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Felicity of the Times, which is, or would be, always urging me 
on, in the Words of the Poet: 
6 Va pålir fur la Bible: 

«s Va marquer les écueils de cette mër terrible: 

s Perce la fainte horreur de ce Livre divin : 

4 Confons dans un Ouvrage et Tindal et Collin: 

% Débrouille des vieux tems les querelles célèbres z 

Eclairci des Rabins les ſavantes ténèbres: 

*¢ Afin qu'en ta vieilleſſe, un livre en maroquin 

4 Aille offrir ton travail à quelque heureux Faquin, 

* Qui, pour digne loier de la Bible éclaircie, 

u Te paie en Tacceptant d'un JE vous REMERCIE.” 

Boi Au. 
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CONTAINING 


The Judgments of GROTIUS, EPISCOPIUS, and Bifhop BULL ; 
SHEWING, 


That a future State of Rewarns and PunisHMENEs was not taught 
to the People of the Jews by the Law and Religion of Moses. 


GROTIUS. 


ae OSES in Religionis Judaice Inftitutione, fi diferta Legis refpi- 
s$ cimus, nihil promifit fupra hujus vitæ bona, terram, uberem, 
s penum copiofum, victoriam de hoftibus, longam & valentem fene&tu- 
cc tem, poſteros cum bona fpe ſuperſtites. Nam, 31 QUID EST ULTRA, 
in umbris obtegitur, aut ſapienti ac pirFiciLt ratiocinatione colligen- 
“ dum eft.” 


EPISCOPIUS. 


“In tota Lege Mofaica nullum vite æternæ premium, ac ne eterni 
r quidem premii INDICIUM veL VESTIGIUM extat : quicquid nunc Judai 
«multum de futuro feculo, de reſurrectione mortuorum, de vita æterna 
tt loquantur, & ex Legis verbis ea extorquere potius quam oftendere co- 

“ nentur, 
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n nentur, Ne Lecem Mosis IMPERFECTAM ESSE cogantur agnoſcere cum 
st Sadducæis ; ques olim (&, uti obfervo ex fcriptis Rabbinorum, ho- 
ce dieque) vitam futuri fæculi Lege Mofis nec promitti nec contineri adfir- 
“ mafie, quum tamen Judai effent, certiffimum eft. Nempe non nifi per 
ce Cabalam five Traditionem, quam illi in univerfum tejiciebant, opinionem 
* five fidem illam irrepſiſſe aflerebant. Et fano opinionum, quæ inter Ju- 
** dæos erat, circa vitam futuri ſæculi diſcrepantia, arguit promiffiones Lege 
4s factas tales effe ut ex iis certi quid de vita futuri fæculi non poffit col- 
* ligi, Quod & Servator nofter non obfcure innuit, eum refurrectionem 
“ mortuorum colligit Mat. xxır. non ex promiffo aliquo Legi addito, fed 
t ex generali tantum illo promiffo Dei, quo fe Deum Abrahami, Iſaaci, 
10 & Jacobi futurum ſpoponderat: qua tamen illa collectio magis nititur 
& cognitione intentionis divine fub generalibus iflis verbis occultatæ aut 
ic comprehenfæ, de qua Chrifto certo conftabat, quam neceſſaria confe- 
€: quentia five verborum vi ac virtute manifefti, qualis nunc & in verbis 
% Novi Teflamenti, ubi vita æterna & reſurrectio mortuorum proram & 
‘© puppim. faciunt totius Religionis Chriſtianæ, & tam clarè ac diſertè pro- 
& mittuntur ut ne hifcere quidem contra quis poft.” Inſtit. Theol. lib. iii. 
ſect. 1. c. 2. 


* Primo quæritur an in Vet. Teſtamento nullum omnino extet vite 

e terne promiffum ? de eo enim a nonnullis dubitatur. Reſp. Huic quæ- 
“ ftiont optimè mihi videtur refpondere Auguftinus, diflinguens nomen 
*© Veteris Teſtamenti; nam eo intelligi ait aut pactum illud, quod in monte 
* Sinai factum eft, aut omnia, quæ in Mofe, Hagiographis, ac Prophetis 
“ continentur, Si Vetus Teftamentum pofteriori fenfu accipiatur, concedi 
c PORSITAN poft, effe in eo nonnulla future vitæ non obfcura indicia ; 
“ præfertim in libro Pfalmorum, Daniele, & Ezekiele: quanquam vel in 
ic his Libtis clarum ac difertum æternæ vite promiſſum vix ac NE vix 
ce quidem reperias. Sed hæc qualiacunque erant, non erant nif præludia 
4 & anticipationes gratiæ Evangelice, AD LEGEM NON PERTINEBANT.— 
“Lex enim promiſſa habuit terrena, & terrena TANTUM.—Si quis contra 
ec fentiat ejus eft locum dare, ubi æternæ vite promiſſio extat; O 
€t CERTE IMPOSSIBILE EST.—Sub his autem verbis [Icgis ipſius] Dei inten- 
e tione comprehenfam fuifle vitam æternam, ex interpretatione ipfius 
“ Chrifti 
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“ Chrifti ejufque Apoftolorum manifeftum eft. Verdm hæc non fufficiunt 
ut dicamus vitam æternam in Foedere Mofaico promiſſam fuiffe. Nam 
primo promiſſa, præfertim Foederi annexa, debent effe clara ac diferta, 
“ & ejufmodi, ut ab utraque parte ſtipulante intelligi poffint. Promiſſa 
autem hee typica & generalia, non addita aliunde interpretatione, PENE 
6t IMPOSSIBILE ERAT UT quis ISTO SENSU INTELLIGERET.” Harmonia 
Apoſtolica, Differt. poſler. c. x. felt. viii. p. 474. inter Op. Om. Ed, 
1721. 

1. Thus theſe three great Ornaments of the Proteſtant Religion. And 
what more has been faid or done by the Author of the Divine Legation? 
Only this, he hath théwn, that the Abfence or Omiffion of a future State 
of Rewards and Punithments in the Mofaic Religion is a certain Mark of its 
Divinity. Forgive me this Wrong. It has indeed been objected that Biſhop 
Bull talked very differently in an Engé/b poſthumous Sermon. All that I 
can fay to this is, that, if he did fo, it was not by my Direction; who hold 
it to be unlawful to fay one thing to the People, and another to their Paf- 
tors. But Bithep Bull, it feems, might fay what he pleafed. He might, 
to fupport his Opinion, fay without Cenfure, nay, with Commendation, 
that the Dofirine of a future State was amongft the Arcana of the Jews: That 
there was a twofold manner of teaching amongft them, one fuited to vulgar 
Apprebenfons, the other to thofe who bad made fome Proficiency in Knowledge . 
But if I venture to fay fo, a Legion of Bigots are in arms. And do I fay 
any other, in affirming, that during the early Ages of the Jewith Republick 
a future State was not a national Doctrine, but known only to fome few of their 
Leaders? Thus can the Writer quoted above abuſe me, throughout a 
whole Pamphlet, for holding the very fame thing for which Bithop Bull 
merited his Commendation ; and this in an outrageous Manner too, as if 
} had faid fomething moft derogatory to the Honour and Attributes of God. 
But this is the Hocus pocus of Controverfy. When the Bithop and I have 
paid him in the fame Coin, that, from the Biſhop's Pocket, ſhall be true 
orthodox Sterling; which, from mine, comes out clipt, wafht, and coun- 
terfeit. But the Man's a Bungler; and neither underſtands clean Convey- 
ance, nor has Affurance enough to outface the Fraud. For confcious, as 
it were, of an ill-played Trick, he patches up the Cheat in this flovenly 


An Examination of Mr. Warburton’s fecond Propofition, &c. in an epiſtolary Dife 
ſertation addreſſed to the Author, p. 125, juſt now come to my Hands. 


Manner, 
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Manner, Surely, (fays he) there is a great Difference between induſtriouſſy 
keeping a thing out of Sight, and induftrioufly propagating it amongh all wuo 
WERE ABLE AND WILLING TO RECEIVE IT”, Illuſtrious Diftinguither ! 
Does not the Bisnor’s induflrionfly propagating it amongft all who are alle 
and willing to receive it, imply the keeping it cut of Sight from the teſt? 
And does not my induflrion/ly keeping it out of fight from the reft, imply the 
propagating it amongft all who were able and willing to receive it? But, in 
this Cafe, I have done more than by Implication; I have faid over and 
over again, that it was communicated to the few able to receive it. I did 
not indeed add willing. That Difcovery was reſeryed for the wonderful 
Penetration of our Author. I had no Conception but that every Jew was 
willing enough to receive not only the Promife of the Life that now is, but 
of that which is to come: But it is a reafonable Queftion whether they were 
as able; and would not then have quitted both the School and Scbeol-mafler 
that was to bring them to Chrif long before the good Time he had ap- 
pointed. But theſe are Matters above our Author’s Comprehenfion. He 
will needs know why God acted thus my ſteriouſiy. T will tell him when 
he informs me (and perhaps before) why America for fo many Ages was 
debarred the Light of the Goſpel. Were not theſe his Offspring as well 
as the Sons of Abrabam? But this is the Advantage that he and his Fel- 
` lows take with the Ignorant. They cry out, What! a Religion from 
God without a future State? No. Rather than this, any thing. They 
will go a Text-hunting, lie at catch for an Ambiguity, divorce the 
Sentence from its Context, firip it naked; and if, after all this Vio- 
lence, it does but ſquint their way, fee here, fay they, as clear a 
Proof of it as from the preaching of Jeu. Yet let thefe Texts but 
{peak for themfelves, or without any other Prompter than the Context, 
and we ſhall foon fee that there is not one of all they have ever produced, 
in the Period in queftion, that can by any Rules of good Critic be made 
to fignify the leaft Notice of a future State, otherwife than in a fecondary 
and fpiritual Senfe. In the mean time let no good Man be ſcandalized 
with their Clamour. All fuch ſhall foon fee this Tempeft of Malice and 
Bigottry diſperſed, and the Scripture of God at laft vindicated even from 
its worſt and moft fatal Miſchief; the Virulence of falfe Zeal. But this 
and Bigottry have fo blinded our Anonymous, that in another place he 
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infultingly afks me *, Wanrsg I learnt that Death doth not now reign? and 
yet beiore he ends his Page he himfelf quotes thefe Words of the A poſtle, 
Jejus Chrif batb aboliſbrei Death +. 

2. But now, if the bringing over fuch kind of Writers, and leading 
them into the Daca of Senſe, were any Matter of Merit, I had much to. 
boatt of. When I firft adventured to fall upon their Syftems, nothing was 
heard amongſt them but that Mofes did teach a future State; and plainly 
“ too; if not, the worſe for him; for he ought to bave taught it.“ This 
was then the Cry, But now their Note is altered. This Anonymous owns 
very frankly that Mofes taught no future State, nay more, could not teach 
it. Mofes (fays he) as an authorized Teacher could not declare the Dofirine 
of a future State$. This Doctrine was not in bis Commiffion§. And fo, in 
other Places, to the fame Purpofe. Thus, after having fought through 
all their own Weapons in vain, they will now try if they cannot ſilence 
me with mine; and make that very Principle on which I raifed my fecond 
Prepofition ferve to the Subverfion of it. For the Reader mutt not fancy 
that they now begin to cmbrace any of my Principles in the Love of 
Truth, but of Contention only. But let us take him as we find him. He 
fays, Aleſes bad it not in Commiffion to teach a future State. Be it fo. I atk 
then, firft, how he comes to know this? If he fays, becauſe Mofes did not 
teach it, he will argue as becomes him. But I will ſuppoſe him to fay, 
becauſe it was referved for tke Commiffion Jeſus. Then thus I argue — I hat 
traditional Knowledge, which this Man fays they had of the Doctrine, 
was either a divine or buman Tradition. If he fays, a divine, then fome 
holy Man had it in Commiſſion to teach before Mofes, or God himſelf taught 
it. In either Cafe, I afk why it could not have been intruſted to Mofes, 
when inftituting a new Religion and civit Government, fince it was of a 
Nature te be intruſted? If he will fay, of buman Tradition, it is then cer- 
tain Mofes’s Silence, in a Religion to which nothing was to be added, and 
from which nothing was to be taken, muft have very foon erafed all hu- 
man Traditions from the Minds and Memory of the People; which in- 
deed was the Cafe. Though human Traditions, in After-ages, they had 
enough. And when I come to thew why they took them up, and whence 
they had them, that they had them not in the Times in queftion will be 
feen to a Demonftration. I only mention this to thew, the wretched Fu- 
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tility of fuch a Writer, who, when he fteals a true Principle, knows fo lit- 
tle what to make of it. It is very true, This Doctrine was mot in Mofes’s 
Commiffion. And from this great Truth 1 ſhall prove, to the Shame of all 
fuch Writers, that it could not be a national Doctrine amongſt the Jes 
in the Times I mention. But this in my laſt Volume. For I procced 
very differently from thefe Writers. They, from what they imagine, 
could not be, would prove it was not. 1, from what I prove was not, thew 
afterwards what could not be. But he faw not this, that the People’s not 
baving the Doctrine was a neceſſary Conicquence of Alofes’s not teaching 
it. And no wonder, when we conſider how he came by his Principle, 
that he ſhould underftand none of its Conſequences. Hence it is that he 
fo ignorantly accufes me of having confounded thefe two things throughout 
my Book. That is, of taking Advantage of, and, all the way, inforcing 
a neceſſary Confequence from a certain Principle. 

But, one Word more with him on this Head. He fays, Mofes bad it not in 
Commiffion. What thinks he of the Book of Job? Ile fays he thinks 
of it very differently from me. It is prudently faid, and enough to fecure 
his Credit, and keep him orthodox. We will for once fupport his Mo- 
delty; and conceive him to hold, that the Book was written by Mofes; 
and that the famous Text, in the nineteenth Chapter, relates to the 
Reſurrection. But then what becomes of the Principle of Mofes’s no Com- 
mifion? Or will he fay Mofes did not write it, and that the Text in 
the nineteenth Chapter does not relate to a Refurrection ? What then 
becomes of his Orthodoxy? See now what it is to be fherking the Prin- 
ciples of the Profane. Common Senfe cries out againft this unſanctifed 
Commerce, 


Veto effe tale luminis commercium. 


If the good Man will believe me, he is out of his way. I would advife 
him to return again as faſt as he can into the old Dunflable Road of 
Mofes and a future State for ever, This was only an intemperate Fit of 
Zeal that hurried him half Seas over, before he knew where he was, 
or had time to look about him. For what is it he is doing? Nen 
* inftituted the Whole of an entire new Religion: enjoins nothing to be 
“ added to, nor taken from it: Purpofely omits the Doctrine of a future 
** State, becaufe it was not in his Commiſſion, but referved for the great 
% Redeemer of Mankind; and yet the People, to whom he gave this 
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“ Religion, Zad the MoMrine of a future State as of National Belief, all 
* along from his time, to the Captivity, though we can find no Foot- 
“ Reps or Traces of it in their Hiflory.” 


Credat JUD.EUS Apella, 


may, I belicve, be given in anfwer to this Man’s Creed with greater Pro- 
Pricty than ever it was applied fince Horace firft ufed it. After this, ls 
fuch a Writer to be argued with? To talk of a Doctrine not being in 
the Commiffion of a Minifler of God, becaufe it was referved for a future 
Age; and yet that the People on whom his Miniftry was employed had all 
along this very Doctrine, is a Mockery both of God and Man. For why 
was not Aleſes permitted to teach it, but becaufe the Knowledge of it was 
reſetved for a future Age? Or if they were then taught it, or had it, 
what hindered but \ofes might have taught it? Be not deceived; as God 
is net mocked, fo neither does he mock his Creatures. In fhort, this Rea- 
ſoning of my Adverfary is, verbis tollere, re ponere, the Reverie of the Epi- 
curcan : But perhaps he may like it the better for it, as ’tis paying thofe 
Jewifh Epicureans, the Sadducees, in Kind: And with this Clafs of An- 
fwerers the Reverfe of Wrong is always Right. But I am quite aſhamed of 
my Anonymous-—Let the Reader only take notice, that this is the fole 
Point now remaining in Difpute between us. 

3- As to the Palmary Argument, (of a future State of Rewards and 
Punifhments not being known to the Jews, or making part of their national 
Docttine from Mofes to the Captivity) taken from the Confideration of 
tbeir whole Hiftory, as delivered in the Bible; which the Reader has an Ac- 
count of in p. 102, of this Review, our Anſwerer has not fo much as at- 
tempted to touch upon it: Though againft him, who owns Mofes neither 
did, nor could teach a future State, it comes with a redoubled Bound. In- 
deed at page 102, of his Pamphlet, he has the Courage to quote it in 
part, and Kill greater neither to pretend to anfwer it, nor to confefs its 
Force; but, to end all, he drops it in this manner. hy truly, Sir, there 
is a Difficulty in conceiving it: And yet were the Cafe as you have reprefented 
it, J feould not venture to call it a Demonstration. Mere negative Proofs 
are of all others mof uncertain, &c. Venture! Why I fee you dare not ven- 
ture fo much as to look it in the Face. And what you may call it behind 
its Back, will be but the railing of a baffled Coward. No, your Genius 
has dire&ted you to a fitter Tatk ; and you go on to prove that-the Body of 
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the Jes had the Doctrine, from Texts nothing relating to the Matter, 
but fuch as have been forced into this Service by Jews and Syftem-ma- 
kers—as, Days of Pilgrimage—being gathcr'd to their Fathers—giving up the 
Gheft—God’s bringing every Work into Judgmen!—she Righteous having Hope 
in bis Death David's Hope being in God—bhis being a Stranger and Sejour- 
ser——And the Joke of it is, he tells me I might have found out this 
Meaning in them too, had I but confulted his Commantators. And with 
this miferable recolla crambe his whole Pamphlet is ftuffed out from Side 
to Side. ; 

4. l had introduced my Evidence from the Writers of the New Tefa- 
ment in this manner. But what is of greateſt Weight, the inſpired 
Writers of the New Teſtament exprefsly declare the fame. They aſſure 
us that the Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments did 
© not make part of the Mofaic Difpenfation 2. On which our Wri: er thus 
** remarks : The Chriftian Reader perhaps may be at a Lofs to know why 
“the Teftimony of the infpired Writers of the New Teftament ſhould 
be of greater Weight in this Cafe than the inſpired Writers of the Old. 
“ But what is worfe, Unbelievers (for whofe Conviction I prefume your 
* Demontftration is intended) may afk by what Right the Authors of the 
New Teſtament came to be admitted as Evidence, who lived at the 
“ Diftance of fo many hundred Years, €c. t.” Which ſhall we here 
moft admire ? the charitable Infinuation in the fir part? or the threwd 
Remark in the fecond? Thou Flower of Divines! I did not fay that 
the Teflimony of the inſpired Writers of the New Teſtament has greater 
Weight than an equal Teſtimony of the infpired Writers of the Old. But 
that their Teflimony in the Cafe in hand had greater Weight, as (in the 
Opinion of fuch as you whom [ am here endeavouring in vain to convince) 
a pofitive Proof by exprefs Declaration, is ſtronger than a Negative arifing 
from an Omiſſion. it was but juft before this very Man was quarrelling 
with negative Evidence. But what is wor ſe, fays he, Unbelievers may afk, 
&c. What! that which nothing concerns them? I had obfcrved over 
and over that they all agreed to this Truth, and that therefore, ia tkis Part, 
Iaddreſſed myfelf to Believers. But, aſhamed himielt of this Diſingenuity, 
he retracts his oan Objection :—Bur as I am arguing, lays he, cvith you on 
Chriftion Principles, I can bave no Bencfit from this Pua}. And was not I 
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arguing with him, as well as he with me? Can be bluſh for this, or 
mutt 1? 

5. In Sect. VI. of the Fifth Book of The Divine Legation, where I en- 
deavour to prove the minor Propofition from the New Teftament, J intro- 
duce the Difcourfe thus, This Evidence may be divided into two Parts, 
“ the fi? proving that temporal Rewards and Punifhments were the 
* Sanction of the Jewih Diſpenſation; the fecond, that it had no other *.“ 
Now let the Reader turn to this Writer, p. 67, & feg. and he will fee how, 
by the vileſt Prevarication, he has argued againft the frf fort brought by 
me to prove temporal Rewards the Sanélion, as if I had brought them to the 
fame Purpoſe with the fecond, namely, to prove, that there wes no other. 

6. With the fame Spirit it is that he endeavours to make me contradict 
myſelf +, where in one place t, ſpeaking of the Patriarchs (who, I own, 
teferred to Heb. chap. xi. ver. 13, and 14. faw the Promifes afar off and 
were per ſuaded, &c.) 1 fay that even they, the facred Writer aſſures us, bad not 
received the Promifes, referring to ver. 39. And, in another place §, ſpeak - 
ing of the fame 39th Verſe, I fay the facred Writer is ſpeaking here of the 
Saithful Uraelites in general. Hence this great Critic fays | am guilty of 
a manifeſt Contradiclion, and laments in his kind way, that thefe Paffages 
are both fuffered to tand to ſbame one another, p.g7. They ſhall ſtand for a 
better Purpoſe, to bame all fuch Scribblers as are not vet come to their 
Elements; and do not fo much as know that omne majus continet in fe mi- 
nus. For if in Verfe 39 the facred Writer be {peaking of the faithful 
Jfraclites in general, had I not Realon to fay from thence, that EVEN the 
Patriarchs were included ? However, he might at leaft have underftood fo 
much Englifh as to know that the Conjunction even implies not Exclafon, 
bur Extenſion. 

7. He inſults me, and puzzles himſelf with this Queftion, “ If the an- 
“* cient Heathen Legiflators taught it [a future State] or if the main Body 
of the Jewiſb Nation believed it before the coming of Chrif, how was it 
brought to light by the Gofpel? If this Text will ſtand with ſuppoſing 
“ that the general Knowledge of a future State was generally re- 
~ ceived amongſt the Jews from the Time of the Maccabees down to 
“ Chrif, will you be pleafed to inform me why it will not as well 
** land with fuppofing that they had this Doctrine for as many ages 
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„ backward.”-——And for fear l ſhould not anſwer him (as indeed he 
had Reafon) he anfaers it himfelf. To bring to Light docs xot bere fig- 
nify to difcover what before was abfilutely unknown. It fgnifics THERE- 
FORE the more open or public Munifcflation of what before was known either 
imperfellly or but to a few a. Egregious Divine! If it does not fignify tket 
(you fay) it muft fignify tbis. Beat your Brains no further: For once I'll 
tell you, it fignifies neither ; but (what your Syſtems never dreamt of) that 
this was the firfl Time of its being revcald by God, either to the Jescifb 
People as a Nation, or to Mankind in general. The facred Writer did 
not deign to call that, Bringing to light, which was hatched in the boſom 
of Superſtition, and foon became polluted with a thoufand Fables in paff- 
ing through the impure Hands of Syftem-making Jews and Gentil:s. From 
whence I reafonably concluded it was never taught b} God to the Jewib 
People throughout the Period in queftion. What was taught by Man is 
another thing, and entirely out of the queftion. But you do not underftand 
this: I believe fo: Nor, I will fay that for you, fcarce any one general 
Propofition throughout my whole Book. 

8. I faid that the Doctrine of a future Life and Reſurrection was not 
national till the Time of the Maccabees. He tells me, he knows I will fay 
that they bud it from the Prophets, yet the Prophets were dead two bundrad 
Years before. Why then (fays he) could not the Jews learn ibis Dofirine from 
the very firft, as well as their Pofterity at the Diftance of Ages afterwards ? 
This forely diſtreſſes our Theologafter : Yet initead of humbling himfelf 
under the Weight of his own Dulnefs, he turns, as is his Way through- 
out, to inſult the Author of Tbe Divine Legation. Now, though this 
Ufage deferve no Favour, I will try to open his Underftanding.—The Pro- 
phets had expreffed a semporal Deſtruction and Refloration in the figurative 
Terms of Death and Reſurrettion. This being agreeable to the Language 
of thofe Times, the People, full only of Ideas of a temporal Nature, refted 
in the primary Senfe. But when by the total withdrawing the eatraordinary 
Providence of God, thefe People (who had right Notions of his Being and 
Attributes) had once begun to entertain the reafonable Hopes of a tuture 
State; they would then as naturally ſearch their Scriptures for Support. 
And then it was they firft began to underftand that thofe Prophecies had 
a fecondary Senfe, and a fublimer Meaning. In this. Senſe, and on this As- 
count it is that I fay, they receive the Doctrine of the Refurrection from the 
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Prophets. If he afk me, with his ufual Infolence, how I come to know 
that they received the Doctrine of the Rejirredion from the Prophets, I will 
tell him this too, which is more than his Geneva Syftems could inform him 
of, that the Doctrine was no where elle to be bad. If all this will not fa- 
tisfy him, let us turn the Tables, while I queftion him. The Prophets 
prophefy of the Birth, Office, Death, and Paſſion of Jefus. The Jews in 
general, till the coming of Chrif, and fome time after, miftook this 
Prophefy for the Promife of a temporal Deiiverer, quite different from the 
Meffiah of Mankind; Vet, after the Reſurrection, they underftood better. 
How fo? l alk in his own Words, Js it likely that the Sons foould bave learnt 
from the dead Prophets what the Fathers could not learn from the Living *? 
He would be hard put to it, I believe, for a pertinent Reply, without 
-condefcending to ufe the Anſwer I have provided for him above. What 
is here faid will ferve for an Anfwer to the fame kind of Objection urged 
again at page 50. where, from my owning that fome Paſſages, which relate 
literally to temporal Things, had a /péritual and ſublimer Meaning, he fop- 
pofes the Jews of thofe Times mult reeds have found it out. 

9 Again, Though here (fays he) you ſeem to be of Opinion that it 
“ will in nothing affect the Practice of Virtus whether.a future State is be- 
< lieved or not, provided the Will of God is allowed to be the Foundation of 
c Morality; yet, in your Preface to the Jews, you tell them that the 
et Jeu ib Religion muft want much of abfolute Perfection becauſe it wants a 
% Doctrine fo cfential to Rel gion. It is inexplicable to me, Sir, how that 
* fhould be effential to Religion, by the Want of which the Practice of 
* Virtue will in nothing be affected +.”—And are you indeed fo dull as 
you pretend ? or is this only a Mafk for your Modefty, to hide your Bluth- 
es, for fo fhamelefs a Prevarication? What Man living but your learned 
felf does not fee, that where I ſpeak, in the firt Cafe, of the Practice 
of Virtue, on, what / call, the true Foundation of Morality 1, I am confider- 
ing it under an extraordinary Providence amengſt the Jews of old: And 
where, in the Preface, of a future State as effential to Religion, l am con- 
fidering it under an ordinary and common Providence, amongſt the § Jews 
of the preſent Times? Yet in this very Page || has this Man the modeſt 
Affurance to fay, TrutH is wnat I sesk.—lt may p-fibly be fo; and 
therefore I will take a litle more Pains with him. What then, let me 
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atk him, has the Purity of Virtue to do with the Perfection of Religion, 
fo as that they muft neceſſarily imply one another; and I be accufed of 
Contradiction, for faying, that the Yewi/b Virtue was pure, and yet their 
Religion imperfet ? Will not this very Man himſelf fay the fame Thing, 
though, I ween, for different Reafons? But do the different Reafons of 
an Affertion, make the fame Affertion a Contradifion in me, and a plain 
Truth in him? Allow him but a future State for his Jews, and their Vir- 
tue, then, becomes pure: But will he fay their Religion is perfec? ? But, 
becaufe there can be no perfec? Religion without pure Virtue, he con- 
cluded the other way, that there could be no pure Virtue without a perfeF 
Religion; and fo has catched me in his Contradiction-Trap, which he has 
laid, with the fame Succefs, I don't know how often, throughout the Courſe 
of this Debate. 

And here the judicious Reader, I am fure, cannot but fmile to fee him 
inſinuate *, with a Sneer, that Biſhop Bull muft needs be a Stranger to my 
Scheme, as he thinks it, of moral Obligation. He fuppofed, in good 
earneft, the Bifhop could read his Bible, as he has done, without ſeeing 
that the Ground of this Obligation is there made to be tbe Will of God. But 
this it is to have to do with a Head whofe Scnfe is all run to Syftem. 

10. Once more. In that miſerable ſophiſtical Shuffle with thofe few of 
my Arguments, on the Cafe of Abraham, which he dares venture to en- 
counter in his Appendix, he brings it as a Contradiction, that, after I had 
faid, the Information, conveyed in the Command to offer Iſaac, was for 
Abraban's fole Ufe, I ſhould then fuppofe his Fumily knew of it. And in 
this he triumphs with his ufual Vivacity and Succeis+. Here again I am 
at a Lofs, as things are fo equally balanced, to know which was at Fault 
in this Place, his Head or Heart; but no matter: They are both paft my 
mending. I will turn to the Reader. Where I fpeak of the Informations 
being given for Abrabam's fole Ufe, I am affigning a Reafon for the Ob- 
ſcurity of the hiftorical Relation, fo far as concerns the Information, which 
I fuppofed to be conveyed in the Command: confcquently, bis fole Ufe, is 
oppoſed to the Jewi/b People, when the Hiſtory of the Command was written, 
and not to his own Family, Iſaac and Jacob, when the Command was given; 
whom I all along reckon amongft thofe Patriarchs who had fome Know- 
ledge of the Redemption of Mankind—Suppofe it fhould be thought pro- 
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per to give this Man a Dignity for bis Works’ Sake, in this Labour of Love; 
and he fhould be told it was for his fl? Ufe; he would be apt, I fufpect, 
to think that this rather excluded the Body of the Poor and Needy, than 
his own dear Family. 

11. Again— “ Nor (fays he) will the Pagan Fable of Diana’s fubftitut- 
* ing a Hind in the Place of Ipbigenia at all help your Unbeliever. This 
“ did not, fay you, make Idolaters believe that Jhe therefore abborred buman 
0 Sacrifices. But do not they themfelves, or have not you aſſigned a very 
„proper and fufficient Reaſon why it did not, viz. that they bad been be- 
fore perfuaded to the contrary? Where human Sacrifices make a part of 
* the ſettled ſtanding Religion; the Refufal to accept a human Sacrifice in 
“ one particular Inftance, may indeed rather be looked upon as a particu- 
« lar Indulgence than as a Declaration againſt the thing in grofs. But 
* where the thing was commanded but in one fingle Inſtance, and the 
% Command revoked in that very Inftance (which is our prefent Cafe) 
“ fuch Revocation in all reafonable Conſtruction is as effectual a Condem- 
tt nation of the thing as if God had told Abraham, in fo many Words, that 
c“ he delighted not in fuch Sacrifices v.“ I quote this out of mere Cha · 
rity, becaufe it looks like Senfe; and is the only thing that does fo 
throughout the whole Pamphlet. But this fair Appearance is only in Pro- 
file. What it has on one Side, it wants on another; and betrays the 
groffeft Ignorance of Antiquity. At this very time human Sacrifices had 
overfpread the Superftition of Canaan. And thence it is that the Deift’s 
Argument receives its Force. The Family of Abrabam, fay they, who 
found the fame Practice commanded him which they faw efteemed by all 
the Pagans round about as the fublimeft Height of Piety, a Practice, as 
appears from Scripture, not pofitively forbidden but by the Law of Mofes, 
would, in the Cafe they put, be naturally tempted to think as favourably 
of it as thofe Pagans, who underftood that Diana required Ipbigenia, though 
fhe accepted a Hind in her ftead. 

12. After all thefe Victories, he may be well excufed the interpofing 
with his own Good Will and Pleafure. 0 if it is your Intention (fays he) 
“ to proceed, and it were not too great a Preſumption in me to offer my 
“ Advice; it thould be to lay the Weight of your Argument, not upon 
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4 this, that the Jews knew nothing of a future State; but upon sis, that 
* the Law of Mofes had made xo Provifion for it. Ir THis Painctrce 1s 
€ ALL YOU WANT, IT WILL STAND, and you will have nothing to anfwer 
s for, but the ill Judgment of advancing and taking fo much Pains to 
*¢ fupport another Point with which your Conclufion has nothing to do v.“ 
Goodly and gracious! Here he fhews how capable a Reader he is of The 
Divine Legation, He confeſſes not to know whether this Principle is all I 
want to eſtabliſ my Demonftration ; and yet he will turn Anſwerer. But 
what the Connexion of a long Chain of Reafoning hindered him from 
feeing, I hope this fhort View will bring to Light: And that the fecond 
Sylogifm will inform him, that waar ur Grants is aLL I want. For if 
Mofes would leave his People to get or keep a Doctrine as they could, fo 
neceſſary, and believed by him to be fo neceſſary, under an ordinary Pro- 
widence, to Religion and Society, we muft needs conclude, he was well 
affured, that his Inſtitution could do without it; or, in other Words, that 
the Defect would be fupplied by the Adminiftration of an extraordinary 
Providence. The Diſpute, therefore, frems now to be at an End between 
us. He owns, I have gained my Point: That l have got to the Goal: All 
that he would now difpute with me is the Road. I muft take the Track he 
marks out tome; and I have nothing to anfwer for but the ill Judgment of 
advancing and taking fo much Pains to fupport another Point with which my 
Conclufion bas notbing to do. Say you fo, kind Sir! with what Face then 
could you tell the World, juft before, that J ought to make Amends for the 
Wrong I bave done to Religion in the fecond Volume of The Divine Legation, 
in which, inſtead of placing Chriflianity on a furer Bottom, I bave only fur- 
niſbed out more Handles to Unbelievers+ ? What! Is proving the Divinity 
of Mofes's Religion, a Thing for which I ought to make Amends and re- 
pent, as a Wrong done to Chriftianity ? Suppofe I was willing to fupport 
the Proof in a Way you do not like; you confefs that, in this, I bave no- 
thing to anfwer for but the 111 JupcMeEnT of taking Pains to ſupport another 
Point with which my Conclufon bas nothing to do. Am I therefore, for my 
ill Judgment, to be ranked amongſt the injurious Subverters of Revelation? 
What then will become of you? But fuch as the ſeem to care little 
whether Religion be true or falfe, unlcfs it can be fupported on their Syf- 
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tems. They had been bred up in the Belief that the old Jes, ds well as 
their Law, were ſpiritual, and then 

—Turpe putant parcre minoribus, & que 

Inberbes didi. ere, fenes perdenda fateri. 


After this, it was in vain for the Apoftle to tell them, in the Perfon of a 
Jew, We know that the Law is sprmituat, but lam carnat, However 
let him fet his Heart at reft (if at leaft the Confcience of fo unjuft a Ca- 
lumny will fuffer him). For though this Principle, that the Law of Mofes 
made no Proviſien for a future State, be all I want to fupport my Demon- 
ſtration; yet I mean, I can affure him, to fecurc it with this other, shat 
the Body of the Jews for fome Ages knew nothing of it. This 1 ſhould do, 
were it for nothing elfe but that it is a TrutuH offenfive to Bigots and their 
Syftems ; by which they have done their beft to render both the Word of 
God, and Reafon of Man, of no Effect. But I have weightier Motives s. 
I thall make it ferve for the nobleſt Purpofes of religious Truth and 
Piety. ; 
But why do I fpeak of thefe Matters to him ; who is fo exceeding igno- 
rant even of the very Forms of Argument, that, having given us to undere 
ftand that he faw I had finithed the major Propofition in the firt Volume, 
and the minor in the fecond, he goes on thus— As your Concluſion is to 
“ be the Subject of a future Book, I think I have no Right to meddle 
* with it at preſent. I will prejudge you in nothing, and hall therefore 
n leave you at full Liberty to CONNECT IT WITH your Paemissts, as you 
“ fhall find yourfelf able *?” Here he plainly appears not to underftand 
what natural Connection there is between the Major, Minor, and Conclufion, 
I had learnt that the Conclusion had been connecten with the Premis- 
ses by Arifotle long ago; but it feems, fo unhappy fill am I, tnat the 
thing is yet to do. Thanks indeed to this merciful Divine!—J am left at 
full Liberty todo it, as I foall find myfelf able. 

13. But one Word more, and I have done. Whether (fays he) you 
** intend to proceed, or will fuffer yourfelf to be wholly diverted from your 
“ Purpofe by Matters of another kind Lfs fuitable to your clerical FunBion, 
« you bef know. But give me leave to fay, Sir, you are a Debtor to the 
Public; and I hope that in your next Volume you will make fome 
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“ amends, for the Wrong you have done to Religion in this; in which, in- 
* ftead of placing Chriftianity upon a furer bottom, you have only fur- 
© niſhed out more Handles to Unbelievers *. I {carce know whether I am 
not to take this for pure Kindnefs, and a fort of friendly Impatience for 
my third Volume: Which certainly, if it would hold, he has contrived a 
very {peedy Way to obtain: And that is by proving it a Debt. And this 
at leaft I will do him the Juftice to fay, that if I be a Debtor to the Public, 
it muft be for the Reafon he fo candidly ſuggeſts, or none at all. But, alas! 
he has, as a good Friend in the like Cafe might have, his Doubts and his 
Fears. He queftions whether I will not fuffer myfelf to be wholly diverted 
from my Purpofe by Matters of another kind Je/s fuitable to my clerical Func- 
tion. Leſs fuitable than what? why, according to him, than writing to the 
Wrong and Injury of Religion, and giving more Handles to Unbelievers. 
What I am then diverted by, muſt be very unfuitebleindeed. But will the 
good Man be fo kind to tell us what this Diverfion is? Thank you for that 
indeed. As Things are now carried, and left in the Dark, who knows but 
the Reader, in Excefs of Charity, may take it to be a Whore, or a Horfe- 
race, or a good Job of Simony; a Party Pamphlet, or Levy-hunting, or 
Exchange Alley, or, in fhort, twenty Things beſides; each of them fuf- 
ficient to difcredit the mere unorthodox Man! With this good Luck, I 
make no Doubt but he would wipe bis Mouth and applaud his innocent 
Addrefs. Well then, fince the Meannefs and Malignity of his Heart will 
not fuffer him to tell, J will. The Diverſion he hints at, and yet dare not 
name, is a Critical Defence and Illuſtration of the Writings of one of the 
greateſt Geniufes of this, or indeed of any Age, to convince the Prejudiced 
and Ignorant, that the incomparable Writer hath been always on the Side 
of Truth, Virtue, and Religion. And now the Secret is out. In the 
mean time, I dare fuppofe, that our Anonymous holds it as a Thing very 
ſuitable to clerical Profefion, to calumniate his Brother only for differing 
from him in Opinion, though in the Support of that very Cauſe which 
himſelf pretends to efpoufe. I give Handles to Unbelievers, while 1 endea- 
vour to prove an extraordinary Providence, adminiftered in the Jewifh Re- 
public, a Fact, by the Truth or Falſhood of which, the Religion of Mofes 
muft fland or fall. But this Man and his Fellows, it feems, give none, who, 
in writing againſt me, are fo far from faying one Word in its bebulf, that 
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they feem rather to treat it as a Vifion of the Author of the D. L. This 
Writer particularly feems to have given no obfcure Intimations, up and 
down his Pamphlet, that he believes nothing of the Matter. But how has 
my faying, that the Doctrine was not national, but unknown to the Body 
of the Jewifh People between the Times of Afefes and the Captivity, given 
more Handles to Unbelievers? Was I the firt Broacher of the Opinion? 
Look upon the three great Teftimonies above. Or would it have remained 
hid, had I not divulged it? Has this Man never heard of the prefent 
Overflow of Infidelity? Or has he ever heard of one Dei that believed 
a future State to be a national Doctrine amongſt the Jews within the Pe- 
riod aforefaid? Or, to be plain with him, is there indeed more than a 
few Bigots like himfelf that now believe it? What was then to be done? 
Here was a very general Opinion, grounded upon common Senfe, fuppofed 
to be difcreditable to Revelation. I examined it. On Examination it ap- 
peared to me a Truth. Was I to difguife or hide it (according to the 
Principle and Practices of theſe Men) becaufe it gave Scandal? Far 
be thofe Arts from every Minifter of the Gofpel! I well knew, if it 
were a Truth, it would never hurt Revelation. I chofe then to give 
Glory to Truth ; and, in that, to the God of Truth: and, by fo doing, 
I became enabled to demonftrate to Unbelievers that this, ‘which they 
efteemed a Difcredit to the Religion of Mofes, was a convincing Mark 
of its Divinity. And for this, and this only, I am faid by this Writer 
to bave wronged Religion, and given more Handles to Infidelity. But J for- 
give him, and pray that God, whofe holy Religion I am defending, may 
forgive him too. 

14. But the Reader, by this time, muft needs be curious to know what 
it was that could provoke our Anonymous to write with fo much Acrimony 
againft his Brother, embarked with him in the fame Caufe of Religion, 
while there were fo many Infidel-writers remaining unanſwered, 


Cumque fuperba foret Babylon ſpolianda trophais. 


And for what? a Vifton, nobody will thank him for, unlefs it be half a 
Dozen Bigots: Always excepting the venerable Fewi/b Church, of which 
he has fhewn himfelf fo zealous a Support. She furely owes him her beft 
Acknowledgments for keeping her Children clofe attached to her, and 
hardening them in their Infidelity. For, were it not for this inveterate 
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Error, they had long fince come over to the Faith of Jefas, there being 
then nothing to obftru& their Sight in the manifeſt Imperfeétion of the Law: 
to prevent which, their Leaders, as the great Epifcopius informs us, took 
fo much Pains (fo well feconded here by our Anonymous) to ASSERT THE 
FAITH OF THE ANCIENT JEwtsH Cuurcn ; and to prove, that their Fore- 
fathers always had the Doctrine of a future State. Quicquid nunc Judei wul- 
tum de futuro feculo de Refurre&ione mortuorum, de vita æterna loquantur, & 
ex Legis verbis ea extorquere potius quam oftendere conentur, uE LEGRM Mosis 
IMPERFECTAM ESSE cogantur agneſcere v. For he cannot fure be fo weak 
ꝛ0 think it poffible, that, when he has agreed with them, that their Church 
always had a future State, they will agree with him, that Adojes did not 
teach it. All this conſidered, it would have been very difficult to divine 
his Motive for writing againſt me, had not he himſelf fairly, and without 
Difguife, informed us of it, in the very Entrance on his Work. Not to 
mince the Matter, it was that little Reputation, (yet more than he could 
bear) which, it feems, the Divine Legation had accidentally beftowed upon 
its Author.—‘* That you have given (fays our Anommous) great Proofs of 
your Learning and Ingenuity I fhall not diſpute: And you have had a 
cc fair Time allowed you to receive the COMPLIMENTS OF THE Post ic on 
“that Score. It may now be feafonable to call you to fomething, which, 
“though perhaps lefs agreeable to you, may yet be more profitable ; and 
*¢ that is, to conſider how much Truth you have advanced, and what real 
s Service you have done, or are likely to do to Religion by this Under- 
“taking +.” And why will he not di/pute the, great Proofs of my Learning 
and Ingenuity? He has difputed a more inconteftable thing; the Trush, 
which that Learning and Ingenuity were employed to illuſtrate: and, if 
thefe appeared with any Diſtinction, it was folely owing to the Advantage 
of the Subjef. 

But I have had a fair Time allowed me to receive the Compliments of the 
Public. How allowed me? and by whom? certainly not by fuch Writers 
as thefe. For if their Clamours could have prevailed, I had received the 
public Odium rather than its Compliments. And the Reader may fce, by 
the fhort Lift given of them in the Beginning of this Pamphlet, that thofe 
Clamours begun the very Moment the firt Volume of The Divine Legaticn 


© See the Quotation above. + Page 34. 
ape 


360 REMARKS ON SEVERAL Arren, 


appeared; and have continued ever fince, without Interruption, to the 
Publication of our Authors Epifolary Differtation. 

But, after all, what were thefe Compliments? And where have they lain 
hid? Nothing, from the Public, ever came to my Knowledge but the 
Culumnies of my Adverfaries. In fome Senſe, indeed, thefe may be called 
Compliments, and fubftantial ones too. For, next to the old way of com- 
plimenting, Luudari a laudato Viro, I prize the new, now all in Fafhion, 
vituperari a perditiſſimo quoque. He, perhaps, may think the Sale of 
the Book a good fubftantial Compliment. But, for that, my Bookfeller 
muft thank them; efpecially if he gave them not their Pennyworth for 
their Money. 

However, to take thefe Compliments in their obvious Senfe. I know of 
nothing for which I had more Reafon to expect she Compliments of the 
Public than for the Alliance between Church and State, as it was a Defence 
(and I will prefume, from its being yet unanfwered, an ¢ffc@ual one) 
of the Juftice and Equity of our preſent happy Eftablifhment; at a Time 
when the Enemies of all Church Eftablithments were commonly fuppofed 
to have demonſtrated it to be indefenfible. Yet what public Compliment 
did I ever receive for this Service? unlefs it may be reckoned a Com- 
pliment, that thofe, in whofe Behalf it was particularly written, have 
never yet publickly difavowed the free and moderate Principles on which 
it goes. But that, the honeft Layman will perhaps fay, is no bad Com- 
pliment to themſelves. 

I am here all along pleading for my Adverſary. For had I indeed re- 
ceived the Compliments he talks of, he would find it very difficult to bring 
his Modeſy off unhurt. The wrong Judgment of the Public being, in that 
Cafe, the principal Object of his Pamphlet: the Drift of which is to thew 
that I deferved no Compliment, as I had confounded and miftaken the Quef- 
tion, run into Contradictions, and done Injury to Chriftianity : Nay, even 
in this very place, where he talks of the great Proofs of my Learning and 
Ingenuity, he cannot forbear infinuating that 1 have advanced no Truth, nor 
dine any real Service to Religion. Miſerable then, indeed, is that Learning 
and Ingenuity! Well does he fay he would not difpute them. For, for 
any thing they are worth, there they may lye; and he may fafely truft to 
Time to revenge his Quarrel on them. 
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From all this then, we muft conclude that thefe publie Compliments are 
but the Aformos of his own Brain: Things he rather feared than faw; and 
that through the falfe Confcioufnefs of a fuppofed Worth he is no Judge 
of. In this troublefome Situation, the only way he had of cafing bimfelf 
was to attempt to give me Pain; indeed the only Eafe fuch Writers are ca- 
pable of, when they fee, or imagine they fee, a Merit in others. It is time 
(ſays he) ro call you to ſomethiag lefs agreeable, 

Well, but if it be, as he promifes, more profitable, he makes me ſuſſi- 
cient amends. And there was no Danger of his not keeping his Word: 
For an Ufe is always to be made of the Calumnies of one's Enemies. 
Befides, it muft be a poor thing indeed that will not afford more Proft 
than the airy Compliments he talks of: Which were they as real as, for 
aught appears, they are imaginary, I folemnly affure him, 1 would give 
them all for the honeft Satisfaction of having made one fingle Convert; 
and I have Reafon to hope I have made many by my Writings, from 
Irreligion to the Faith of Jefus. 

However, the Profit I may get by an Adverfary is one thing; and the 
Profit be may propofe is another. Let us fee then what our Anonymous aims 
at. It is (he tells us) 10 confider bow much Truth I bave advanced, or what 
real Service I have done, or am likely to do to Religion by this Undertaking. 
Modeftly intimating, that I have advanced no Truth; done no real Ser- 
vice, nor likely to do any to Religion. And now, methinks, I hear the 
equitable and indignant Reader crying out, Sume ſuferbiam, &c. And 
certainly if this Liberty may be allowed in any Cafe, it muft in this, 
where a Man’s honeſt kndeavours, in his proper Station, to ferve his 
Country and Mankind, are blackened by the dull low Envy of an anony- 
mous Slanderer. What! Was it advancing no Truth, was it doing no Ser- 
vice to Religion, to confute the Atheiftic Principles of Bayle, the immoral 
Doctrine of Mandevile, and ſettling Morality on its true Baſis, and ſhewing 
it to be that on which Revelation hath placed it? To juftify the Equity 
of an eftablithed Religion; vindicate the Chriftian from the Charge of a 
perfecuting Spirit; thew the abfolute Neceffity of Religion for the Sup- 
port of Society, and yet that it had its Original, neither from Prieſts nor 
Statefmen, but from Truth, and Truth’s great Author? Again, Wus it 
advancing no Truth, was it doing no Service to Religion, to thew that the 
Mofaic had all the diftinguifhing Marks of Divinity; to vindicate the Bible 
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Innory againſt the greateft modern Philoſopher and Chronologer; to ex- 
plain the Nature of the Jews Theocracy, and, by that, to juftify the 
Equity of thofe two famous Laws, of puni/hing for Opinions, and puniſbing 
Pofterity for the Crimes of their Forefathers ; to confute the moft able Book 
ever wrote againft Revelation, she Grounds and Reafons of the Chrif- 
tian Religion, and, above all, to explain, and to be the frf who 
ever did explain, the Nature of Types in Action, and fecondary Senfes 
in Speech, on which, depend altogether the rational Interpretation 
of ancient Prophecies, and the Truth of the Miſſion of Jeſus? But 
for the further Confutation of fo wretched a Calumny, the Reader 
need only turn back again to the View I have here given of the Ar- 
gument of the Divine Legation. Yet none of thefe Matters, no, nor an 
hundred more, has he fo much as touched upon, or pretended to confute. 
Will he fay therefore that theſe are not what he meant, when he promiſed 
to thew, that I bad advanced no Truth, done no real Service to Religion? 
But only my peculiar Argument for The Divine Legation of Mofes. Why 
then did he make his Charge fo general, when his Proof was fo confined? 
As his Modefty will not fuffer him to tell, it ſnall be helped out. The 
Reader then muft know, that it is a fundamental Maxim with all the Wri- 
ters of this Clafs (as it is amongſt the Jeſuiis) never to acknowledge that 
an Adverfary can do any thing well, left the Public ſhould take it into 
their Heads that other things are not fo ill as is repreſented. This is the 
wicked Spirit of Controverfy, and under the Poffeffion of it I leave 
bim. For l am aſhamed of having wafted a Moment with fo unprofitable 
a Writer. 

The judicious Reader, I am fure, would not excufe me if he thought 
many were fo mifemployed. The Truth is, the reading his Book 
(which is the firft I ever read through, of all that have been hitherto 
wrote againft me), and the writing this Appendix, took me up but a Part 
only of this one Evening. Though I have anfwered every thing in it 
worth Notice: or that had the leaft Chance of mifleading a well-mean- 
ing Reader. However, if he will tell his Name, and thew his Face; 
and it appears that the one has been heard of, or the other ever feen 
in good Company, I do hereby promife to give his Confiderations on the 
Cafe of Abraham, &c. a diftin& Anfwer, Paragraph by Paragraph, in 
the Manner of shat, to one much his Betters, the truly learned and wor- 
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thy Editor of the Book of 705. Nay, I will do more for his Encou. 
ragement : I will ſhew as particular a Reſpect to the ref of his Pamphlet ; 
but on this further Condition however, that he, at the fame time, pro- 
duce me fome ong competent Judge who fhall fay, on his Credit, that 
it deferves any other Anfwer than what has been already given to it. 
But without this, a final Adieu to his Namele/s Nothing ; but with this 
Teſtimony however, that a duller, a more diſingenuous, or ignorant Book 
I never read. 


December 17, 1743. 
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HAVE faid, that all this Writer has urged, from Texts of Scripture, 

to prove a future State in the Jewifb Difpenfation, is fo utterly con- 
temptible, and void of Senſe, as to deferve no kind of Anfwer. But that 
he may not flatter himfelf in the Imagination of any other Caufe of my 
Neglect of him, I thall here examine a fingle Odjeéion (fent me in a pri- 
vate anonymous Letter), which has more Plaufibility of Reafon than all his 
Arguments, on this Head, put together. And, as the Author’s manner 
of communicating it has the Appearance of Candour and Love of Truth, 
he will always deferve more Regard than a thoufand fuch Writers as the 
Examiner of the fecond Propofition. The Objection is in thefe Words: 
‘+ Mofes inforces the Obedience of the J/raclites upon this Confideration, 
se Ye shall therefore keep my Statutes and Judgments, which if a Alas do be 
6 fall live in them . Here is a Promife of Life made to thoſe who ſhould 
ic obferve the Statutes and Judgments which God gave them by his Servant 
6 Mofes; which cannot be underſtood of this temporal Life only, becauſe 
“ the beft Men were often cut off in the midft of their Days, and fre- 
e quently fuffered greater Adverſities than the moft profligate Sinners. 
The Jews therefore have conftantly believed that it had a reſpect to the 
Life to come. When the Lawyer in the Goſpel had made that moft 
important Demand, Mafter, what Hall I do to inkerit eternal Life +, our 
s biefled Lord refers him to what was written in the Law; and, upon 
“his making a found and judicious Anfwer, approves of it; and for 
Satisfaction to his Queftion tells him, This do, and thou Halt live. 
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The Objection is very ingenious; and, as we ſhall fce, not lefs artfully 
managed. 

The Objector would have the Promiſe of Life in Leviticus to fignify 
eternal Life. But St. Paul himfelf has long ago moderated this Quettion 
for us, and declared for the negative. A Difpute arofe between him, and 
the Judaizing Chriſtians, concerning what it was that juftifed before God, 
or intitled to that eternal Life brought to light by the Gofpel. They held 
it to be the Works of the Law (believing, perhaps, as the Objector aſſures 
us they did, that this Text, in Leviticus, bad a refpet to the Life to come): 
St. Paul, on the contrary, that it was Faith in Jefus the Meffiab. And thus 
he argues But that no Man is juſtified by the Law in the Sight of God 
“ it is evident: for the juf ball live by Faith. And the Law is not of 
Faith, but the Man that doth them shall live in them 3. — As much ce 
to fay—That no Man can obtain eternal Life by virtue of the Law is evi- 
dent from one of your own Prophets ¶ Hab.) who exprefsly fays, that the juf 
fall vive by Faitu +. Now, by the Law, no Rewards are promifed to 
Faith, but to Works only. The Man that vorn them (fays the Law, in 
Levit. :) Hall live in them—Here then we fee that this very Text which 
the Objector brings to prove eternal Life by the Law, St. Paul urges, to 
prove it not by the Law. Let us attend to the Apoftle’s Argument. He 
is to thew, that 7ufification, or eternal Life, is by Faith. This he does, 
even on the Conceffion of a Jew, the Prophet Habakkuk; who expreſsly 
owns it to be by Faith. But the Law, fays the Apoſtle, attributes nothing 
to Faith; but, to Deeds only, “ which if a Man do he ſhall live in them.“ 
Now, if, by Life, be here meant, as the Objector fuppofes, eternal Life, 
then St. Pauls Argument does not come out as he intended it; namely, 
that Faith and not the Works of the Law juftify; but thus, that both Faith 
and the Works of the Law juftify, which would have fatisfied theſe Judai- 
zers, (as reconciling, on their own Prejudices, Mofes and Hubakkuk) ; but, 
by no means, our Apoſtle; whofe Concluffon on this Queſtion (where dif- 
cuffed at large, in his Epiftle to the Romans) is, that a Man is juftified by 
Faith witnout the Deeds of the Law d. The very Drift of his Argument 
therefore ſhews us, that he mutt neceſſarily underſtand the Life, promifed 
in this Text of Leviticus, to be TEMPORAL Life only. But charitably 
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ftudious, as it were, to prevent all poſſible Chance of our miſtaking him 
on fo important a Point, he immediately fubjoins, Chrif bath redeemed us 
From tre Curfe of the Lam e. Now we know that our Redemption by Chrif 
was from that Death which the firit Man brought into the World: This 
was the Curfe he entailed upon his Poſterity. The Apoftle’s transferring 
this Term from Adam to the Law ſhews, therefore, that, in his Sentiments, 
the Law had no more a Share in the Redemption of fallen Man than Adam 
himfelf had. Yet it is certain, that if the Law, when it faid, He who 
keeps theft Statutes and Judgments Pall live in them, meant for ever, it pro- 
poled the Redemption of Mankind as certainly as the bleſſed Jefus him- 
felf did, when he faid, he that believeth in me fhall have everlaſting Life, 
This becomes demonftrably clear if St. Paul’s Reafoning will hold, who 
furely had heard nothing of this Prerogative of the Law, when he faid, If 
there had been a Law given which could bave given Life, verily righteouf- 
nels fhould have been by the Law. Where obferve, I pray you, the 
Force of the Word Cworojoo, which fignifies to quicken, or to make alive; 
plainly intimating, the fame he had faid in the Place before quoted, that 
thoſe in Subjection to the Law were under a Curſe, or in the State of 
Death.—Let me add only this further Obfervation, that if (as the Ob- 
jector pretends) by Life, in the Text of Levit. be meant eternal Life ; and 
if (as the Apoſtle pretends) by Life in the Text of Habakkuk be meant eter- 
nal Life: then will Mofes and Habakkuk be made directly to contradict 
one another ; the Firſt giving eternal Life to Works ; the Latter, to Faith. 
But the Objector would infinuate, that Jefus himfelf feems to have 
fixed this Senfe to the Text in Leviticus; at leaft that he has plainly in- 
ferred, that eternal Life was taught, if not obtained, by the Law.— 
“When the Lawyer in the Gofpel (fays he) had made that moft impor- 
‘tant Demand, Maſter, what hall I do to inkerit eternal Life ? our bleſſed 
Lord refers him to what was written in the Law, and upon his making a 
“found and judicious Anfwer, approves of it; and for Satisfaction to his 
t“ Queftion, tells him, This do and thou fhalt live. Would not any one 
now conclude from the Senfe here put upon the Words of Jefus, that 
the found and judicious Anfwer of the Lawyer muft have been a Quotation 
of the Text in Leviticus, or at leat fome general Promife made to the Ob- 
fervers of the whole Law of Mofes? Nothing like it. On the contrary, 
the Lawyer’s Anfwer was a Quotation of only one Precept of the Law, 
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Thou foalt love the Lord thy God, with all thy Heart, &c. and thy Neighbour 
as thy felf. Now how much focver we may differ about a future Life’s 
being held out by the Law through a Meffiah that was to come, I fuppofe 
we are both agreed that Faith in the Meffah, either actual or imputed, 
is neceflary to obtain this future Life. There are but two ways then of 
underftanding this Text of St. Luke, neither of which is to his Purpofe. 
The firſt is fuppofing Jefus included Faith in bimſelf in this Precept of 
loving God with all the Heart, &c. which will appear no forced Interpreta- 
tion to him who holds Jefus to be really and truly God; as I fuppofe we 
both do; and may be fupported by a Circumftance in the Story, as told 
by St. Matthew *, though omitted by St. J. ate, which is Fefus’s faying, 
that on thefe two Commandments bang all the Law and the Propnets. The 
fecond and exacter Interpretation is, that Jefus ſpoke to a profeſſing Fol- 
lower, who pretended to acknowledge his Alifien, and wanted only a 
Rule of Life. For Jefus is here preaching the Gofpel to his Dijciples, 
and a Lawyer food up and tempted bim, that is, on the falfe footing of a 
Diſciple required a Rule of Life. Now in either Cafe, this Reference of 
Jefus to the Law muft imply this, and this only, that without Righteoufas/s 
and Holinefs no Man fhall fee the Lord. A Point in which, I fuppofe, we are 
agreed.—But fill the Objector will fay that theſe Words of Jefus allude 
to the Words of Mofes. Admit they do. It will not follow, as he fecms ` 
to think, that they were given to explain them. How many Allufions 
are there in the New Teftament to Paſſages in the Old, accommodated to a 
Spiritual Senfe, where the Texts alluded to are fecn, by all but Fanatics, 
to have only a carnal? And even in this very Allufion, if it be one, 
we find that the Promife made to the Obfervers of the whole Law is tranf- 
ferred to the Obfervance of one fingle Precept in the moral Part of it. 
But let us grant him all he would have; and admit that thefe Words of 
Jefus were given to explain the Words of Mofes. What would follow 
from thence, but that the Promife in Leviticus was propbetical, and had a 
Secondary Senſe, of a fpiritual and fublimer Import? Will this give any 
Advantage to our Adverſaries? furely none at all. And yet the Abufe of 
this Conceffion is all they have for it, to fupport their Syftems. Thus 
the Reader has feen how the Examiner of the fecond Propoftion triumphs 
on my Affertion, that the later Jews excogitated she Doctrine of the Refur- 
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veion from the propketic Language of former Ages; and afks (with an 
Ignorance excufable only in a Savage to his Catechiſt) how thefe Jews 
came to be more quick-fighted than bofe contemporary with the Prophets? 
J had in vain endeavoured to teach him that a Carnal and a Spiritual 
Senie (both of which, we are agreed, the Law had, in order to fit God's 
Word to the ufe of two Difpeniations) implied an Iguorance of the Spiritual 
Sente during the frf of them. But my Word ought to go for nothing, 
in this Cafe, when unſupported by Scripture. Let us hear then what the 
Apoſtles themſelves fay to this matter: Who, in order to fhew the ſupe- 
rior Excellence of the Go/pel, in their Reafoning againft Jews and judaiz- 
ing Chriftians, fet the Lew in Contraft to it, under the Titles of The Law 
of a carnal Commandment ; The Miniftration of Death ; The Law of Works: 
and call Subjection to it, Subjection to the Flefbh, Yet thefe very Writers at 
the fame time own that the Law was spinituac, or had a ſpiritual Seafe. 
But if by this they meant, that zbut Senje was generally underſtood dur- 
ing the Law Diſpenſatior, their whole Argument had ended in the higheſt 
Futility. For then it was not a Lew of a carnal Commandment, a Minifira- 
tion of Death; but, indeed a Law of the Spirit, a Miniftration of Life; 
enly under a dead and carnal Cover; which, being clearly feen through, 
was no other than a Foil to fet it the better off: and confequently was of 
equal Dignity, and, though not of equal Simplicity, yet, indeed, effen- 
tially the fame with the Go/pe/.. Thus we fee into how high a Degree of 
Contempt with Unbelievers, thefe Principles of my Adverfaries would na- 
turally bring the holy Apoftles, did not thofe admirable Reafoners take 
care themfelves to guard againft fo horrid a Perverfion of their Meaning. 
They owned, we fee, that the Law had a /piritual Senſe: But when, and 
by whom difcovered, the Apoftle Paul informs us, by calling phat Senfe 
the Newness or Sriair *; which he oppofes to the Oldnefs of the Letter, 
that is, the Letter of the Law. In the former Part of the Verſe, he {peaks 
of the Law being dead; and, here, of its being revived again with a sew 
Spirit, in Contradiſtinction to the Oldnefs of the Letter. So true was it, what, 
in another Place, he obferves, that she Law was a Suavow of Things to 
come; but the Bony was of Chrift+. The Shadow not of a Body then to 
be feen or underftood, as our Adverfaries imagine, but of a Body that 
was to come, and, by its Prefence, explain the Meaning and Reafon of 
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the Shadow, For the Jews being, as the Apoſtle fays, in Bendage under the 
Elements of the World *, were as Men ſhut up in Prifon, with their Faces 
kept turned from the Light, towards the whited Wall of Ceremonies: on 
which indeed they faw many Shadows; but the Body or oppoſite Subſtance 
at their Backs, to which they could not turn, they faw not. And in 
this State, fays the fame Apoftle, they were kept ſbut up unto the Faith, 
which ſbould afterwards be revealed +. Till that time therefore, it appears 
that the Body of the Jews had no Knowledge of this Faith; one of the 
effential Articles of which is Life everlaſting. I his we muft needs have 
concluded, even though he had not faid that till shat time they were in Pon- 
dage under the Elements of the World. A proper Character truly of a Pco- 
ple acquainted with the revealed Doctrine of Life and Immortality ! 

But, as the Epifile to the Hebrews is fo much infifted on by my Adverfa- 
ries, I ſhall, in the laft Place, produce a, Text or two from it, fufficient 
alone to determine the Controverfy between us; and to juftify what I faid 
of it in the Divine Legation, that in this Epiſtle there are more exprefs De- 
clarations that Life and Immortality was not taugkt by nor known und er the 
Law, than in all the other Books of the New Teftem:nt. For which indeed 
a very good Reafon may be given; as it was addreſſed folely to the Fcws ; 
amongft whom this fatal Prejudice, that a future State was taught by 
she Law, was then, and has continued ever fince, to be the ftrongeft Im- 
pediment to their Converſion. But to come to the Point. The infpired 
Writer, in the fecond Chapter and fecond Verfe, hath thefe remarkable 
Words, For if the Word fpoken by Angels was ftedfaſt, and cvcry Tranfgrefien 
and Difobedience received a juf Recompence of Reward, bow fall we efcate, 
&c. By the Word fpoken by Angels every one knows is meant the Law deli- 
vered to Mofes by them for his People: So that here is an exprefs Decla- 
ration, 1. That the Sanctions of this Law were of a temporal kind. He then 
goes on, Verſe the fifth, For unto the Angels hath be not put in Subjection the 
World to come, whereof we fpeak. And this is as exprefs a Declaration, 
2. That the Law taught no future State. Thus far then we are got. Let 
us next attend to the fourteenth and fifteenth Verfes ; be [Chrift] alfo him- 
Jelf likewife took Part of the fame (Ficth and Blood) tbat, through Death, 
be might deſtrey bim that bad the Power of Death, that is, the Devil; ard 
deliver them who, through Fear of Death, were all thir Life-time ſubject to 


Gal. iv. 3. ¢ Gal. iii, 23. 
Vou. VI. Bbb Bondage. 


370 REMARKS ON SEVERAL  Postscrirt. 


Bondage. The Devil is here faid to have the Power of Death, as he brought 
it in by the Delufion of the frf Man; therefore, before Death can be abo- 
lithed, he muft be deftroyed. But his Deftruétion is the Work of the fe- 
cond Alan. Till then, we infer from hence, that Death reigned under the 
Devil. But this is not all; we are exprefsly told, that the Jews, all their 
Life-time, were through Fear of Death ſubject to Bondage. Which certainly 
can imply no other than, 3. That they bad no future State to ſecure them 
from this Fear. See here then, for a Conclufion, the Principle of the 
Divine Legation jultified on the plaineſt and moft confequential Reafoning 
of the holy Apoftle. 

But now, fay thefe Men, if the early Jews had no Knowledge of a 
Future State, the chofen People of God were in a much worfe Condition 
than the Gentiles who all had it.— To this Purpofe let us hear our anony- 
mous Examiner, who has not only fpoken the full Senfe of his Party, but 
has urged it too with a Candour peculiar to himſelf. 

4 You confider (fays he) the Ignorance of the Jews as to the Doctrine 
cc of a future State, as one of the moft momentous Truths that Religion has 
“to boaft of. 1, on the other hand, look upon it as a Discrace to 
& Revelation; as, by the very Act of God himfelf, it ſhuts out his own 
“ chofen People, for many Ages, from that fingle Point of Knowledge, 
“ which could be the Foundation of a reafonable Worthip ; while by the 
Directions of his Providence, all the World befides were permitted to 
* have the Benefit of it . 

He fays, He looks upon no future State amongf the Jews as a Difgrace to 
Revelution. Why fo? Becaufe by the very AB of God bimfelf it ſbut out 
bis own chofen People, &c. Sure he has forgot what he fo oft told his Rea- 
der, that Mofes taught not, nor bud it in bis Commifion to teach, a future 
State to the Mraelites : Otherwife he would have ſeen that this, alone, went 
a great way towards butting out the chofen Pecple. And if they were ket in 
at all, it certainly was not by this Prophet of God. Confequently, if 
the holding, that God faut them out, be diſgraceful to Revelation, this very 
orthodox Gentleman, we fee, is got as deep in the Mire as the Author of 
the Divine Legation. In truth, | pity the poor Man, who thus, at every 
Step, brings himfelf into thefe Diſtreſſes: And all, from a falfe Modefy. 
Ne was aſhamed of the Abfurdity of his Party, in holding that Mofès 
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taught, or cught to bave taught, a future State; and therefore, at this turn, 
leaves them in the lurch, and takes up the better Principle of his Adver- 
fary, that Afefes bad no Commiffion te teach it: For he muſt have been dull 
indeed not to have collected that this was his Adveriary’s Principle, after 
he had fcen him write a Book to prove that Mofes did not teach it. And be 
not offended, good Sir, that I call this a fale Nagy; for what is it elſe, 
to be ſhocked with one Abfurdity in your Party, and yet to defend all the 
rot? Whofe only plauſible Support, too, happens to be in that one which 
you reject. Indeed, indeed, my kind Friend, 


—— Pudor te malas urget, 
Infanos qui inter vereare infanus baberi. 


—But the Caufe, though not the Advocate, demands a ferious Confutation. 
And as the only Support of it, againft the Argument of The Divine Lega- 
tion, lies in thefe calumnious Appeals to vulgar Prejudices; which our 
Anonymous, in the Paflage above, has inforced with his heartiefl Malice; I 
will here, once for all, examine their Pretenſions: and fo as they fhall 
never henceforward be confidered, in the learned World at leaft, as any 
other than mere vulgar Prejudices. 

To begin then with the Sulje@ of the fir? Propoſition, That God ſbut 
out the Iſraelites from the Knowledge of a future State; which (in the Cafe 
given) is throwing that upon Ged for which Man only is accountable. The 
Ijraelites were indeed jbut out; yet, not as he dreams, by the very Ac of God 
bimfelf; but, if he will have the Truth who never feeks it as he ought, 
by the very Act of their Forefather, Adam. It was the frf Man who „bu! 
them out: And the Door of Paradife was never opened again till the 
coming of the fecond Man, the Lord from Heaven. But this, I own, is an- 
ſwering him in a ſtrange Language; the Language of Scripture. A Lan- 
guage his Syftems will never enable him to underftand.—But more of this 
Secret, for fuch, I find, it is to our Examiner, in my next Volume. 

But, to fhew what infinite Lofs they fuftained in this Exclufion, he gocs 
on, and fays, that a future State is the fingle Point of Knowledge which can 
be the Foundation of a reafonable Worfbip. Here, Doctors differ. St. Pave 
places the Foundation of a reafonable Worfhip in another Thing. He faith, 
that HE THAT COMETH TO GCD MUST BELIEVE THAT HE 18, AND THAT 
HE 1$ A REWARDER OF THEM THAT DILIGENTLY SEEK HIN *, What is 
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Man's Purpofe in ceming to God? Why, certainly, to ori him. And 
what doth the Apoitic tell us is the true, the reasonable Foundation of this 
Worfoip ? Why, to belicve that be is, and that be is a Rewarder of them 
that feek kim, What bec mes then of our Examiner's only Foundation of a 
reaſonable Worfoip? The Apoſtle, we fee, places it in the Nature, and not 
(as our Examiner) in the ineffential Corcumflances, of Reward: Confequent- 
ly a Reward given bere, was as true a Foundation of reafonable Worfoip to 
the early Jews, living under an extraordinary Providence, as a Reward 
given Lereafter is to us Chriflians, living under an ordinary one: And 
confequently our Examiner muft have been miſtaken, when he made a 
Future Srate the fingle Point of Knowledge which can be the Foundation of 
a reaſen ible M onſbip.— But does not common Senfe fay the fame thing ? 

For to come a little clofer to this formidable Man, now I have got an 
Apoſtle on my Side; I will undertake to demonfirate (how much foever he 
diflikes the Word) that a Future Srarz is fo far from being the only 
Fourdation of a reafonable M urſbip, that, while God is believed the Rewarder 
of them that diligently f-ek bim (and that is the Cafe of a People under an 
extraordinary Providence) the Ignorance of a Future State neither aſſects 
Piety nor Morality ; the two things which conflitute a reaſonable Wor/bip, and 
perfect Mankind in Virtue. 

Not Piety, becaufe that (in the Cafe given) depends folely on the Belief 
that God is. 

Not Morality, becaufe that depends folely on the Knowledge of what Ged 
commands. ; 

And this, which right Reafon teaches, the Liw of Mofes has promulged. 
We are commanded to love God for his Sake, that is, for the Excellence 
of his Nature, the moft lovely of all Objects. We are commanded to love 
our Neighbour ; and the prefcribed Meafure, as our ſelues, points to the 
Equity of the Command ; for, being all equal by Nature, we fhould have 
but one Rule of acting, for ourfelves and others. This is refolvable into 
the natural Relations of things; and thofe Relations are the Declarations of 
God's Hill, the only true Foundation of Morality; and, as fuch, perpe- 
tually inforced by the Law of Mefes. Thus firmly eftablifhed are the 
Duties of the firſt and fecond Table. Now, on ibe Love of God and of our 
Neighlour bang all the Law and the Prophets. That thefe therefore fhould 
not be able at the fame time to fupport a Reafonable Norſbip, when, to ail- 
this A. aic Enforcement of the Belief shat God is, it is added, that he is an 
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exact Rewarder of them that diligently feek bim, would be a very hard Cafe 
indeed ; efpecially if we confider, that, to our corrupt Nature, it is not 
the immeafurable Reward at Diftance, but that which is prefent, and un- 
derftood by us, that moft forcibly attracts us. And this it was, which the 
Law of Mofes held out. 

In a Word then, fince pure Virtue, under which Term I comprife Picty 
and Abrality, conſiſts in acting agreeably to thofe Relations in which we 
ftand to all Beings whatfoever ; is it poffible there can be any more forcible 
Inducement to our reafonable Nature for the Practice of it, than that which 
is propofed by the Law of Mofés, namely, that God commands it out of 
our Love and Fear and Duty towards him? Or any more forcible Induce- 
ment to our corrupt Nuture, than that every Work fhall receive its full 
Recompence of Reward, through the Adminiftration of an extraordinary 
Providence? How then is it  offible that a lg, or Hort Duration, the 
Rewards of shis, or of anether Life, ſhould in the leaſt effentially affect the 
Puricy, or Integrity of human. Virtue, fo taught and recommended ; that 
is, a reafonable Worfbip, in the Spirit of Piety, and Truth of Morality ? 

To fuppofe that Virtue cannot be pure and perfect but when forced upon: 
Men by the Immenfity of Puniſhment, is having no better an Idea of it 
than the Pagan Slave in the Poer, 


Sum bonus ac frugi: renuit negitatque Sabcllus. 


Indeed, in the ordinary Diflribution of Things, where the Rewards and 
Punifhments of Religion lie at diftance, I believe nothing lefs than the 
Promites and Terrors of the Chriſtian would be, generally, fufficient to 
fupport the Practice it enjoins. But here too, it is ftill the Love and Fear 
of God, not of Reward and Punifoment, that are held out to us, to perfect 
and fublime our Virtue; though the others likewife be laid before us to 
raiſe and quicken it. 

But here, let me not be again mifunderftood, as I bave been once 
already, by this fuper-fubtile Examiner. I deny indeed that the Want of 
a future State in the Jeu ib Religion, under an extraordinary Providence, 
could at all aſſect the Truth and Purity of human Virtue, as there founded 
and enforced: Yet, at the fame time, I am very far from denying but 
that other Things did hinder that Religion from being pezfe&. Nay, in. 
my Addreis to the Je. , prefixed to the fecond Volume of The Diuine: 


Ded. to the Jews, p. xxii.—In the prefent Edition, fee vol. II. p. 276. 
Legution, 
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Legation, l have hewn what theſe Things were: As, firſt, the whole Turn 
of . r Ritual law: And, fecondly, the Want of a future State under the 
cr. iairy and common Providence of Alantind . For I am there applying, 
to thee miſtaken People, a View of A&jes’s Religion as it appears under 
their preſent Condition, in order to convince them of the Neceffity of hav- 
ing ns _Impertection fupplied by the Religion of Jefus; in which, I fup- 
pote, all Chriftians are agreed. At leaft, as many as are out of the 
thick Darknels of Controveriy will fee thefe to be very different and dif- 
tinct Pofitions. The one faying, that thcir Virtue might be pure and per- 
fect, during the Times of an extraordinary Providence, for any thing that 
the Ignorance of a future State could affect to the contrary. The other, 
that a Religion without a future State, on the Suppofition of its being to 
ferve for all Times, muſt be very imperfect. 

I might now expect, after fo full a Confutation of this erroneous Opi- 
nion, concerning the Foundation of a reafonable Worfbip, that our Examiner 
ſhould blu/b for his Rathnefs in afferting, that the Ignorance of the Jews con- 
cerning a future State is a Discrace to Revelation. An Expreſſion, which, 
were there but a Chance of his being wrong, a fober Divine would care- 
fully have avoided; as altogether unfuitable to that Reverence we owe to 
God, while meafuring his tremendous Providence by our ſcanty and un- 
certain Ideas of fit and right. I might fay, indeed, that the Jews’ Igno- 
rance of a future State was a Truth of fo bigb Importance, that, from thence, 
could be demonſirated the Divinity of their Diſpenſation; and, I prefume, 
without Offence to any ſober Man; becauſe, if I were miftaken, no Injury 
was done to Revelation; I left it whole and entire, juft as I took it up. 
But fhould the Examiner be miftaken, his calling this Ignorance a Dis- 
GRACE ro Revetation would be affording fuch an Handle to the Enemies 
of Religion to blafpheme, as he fhould tremble to think of. 

But, if I know him well, he is not a Writer of Retrafations. He has 
another Reafon for calling it a Diſgrace to Revelation. For, It fouts up (he 
fays) God's own chof:n People from a future State, while by the Direftions of 
bis Providence all the World befides were permitted to bave the Benefit of it. 
And now, good People, you have it all: And if this will not move you, 
why The Author of Tbe Divine Legation, for any thing I fee, may 
go on. i 

This f.cond Propofition we fee is, that (in the Cafe given) “ all the 
Pagan World were by the divine Providence permitted to enjoy a Benefit 

œ Page xxiii, (Vol. JI, p. 276.) 
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& which was denied to the Jews.” Examining the Predicate of this Pro- 
poſition, we fhall firit confider the Permission, and then the BENE- 
FIT. 

All the World befides, fays he, wee permitted. By what Inftrument ? 
By the Ufe of their Reaſon.— And had not the Jews the Ufe of theirs? 
Not the free Ufe : For their Prophet delivering to them, from God, a new 
Law and Religion, in which the Doctrine of a future State was not found, 
this would naturally lead them to conclude againſt it—What, in Defiance 
of all the Deductions of Reafon, which, from God's demonſtrable Attri- 
butes of Goodnefs and Juftice, made the Pagan World conclude, that, as 
moral Good and Evil had not their Retribution bere, they would have it 
hereafter? Yes indeed, fo we find it was.—strange! that this Mofes thould 
have fuch an Influence over a People’s Underttanding! Why, if you will 
have it, he promifed that Good and Evil ſhould have their Retribution 
bere.— Ay, now the Secret is out. Well, indeed, might this out them xp 
from looking further; efpecially if (as you pretend to believe) he not only 
promifed, but performed, likewiſe. See then to what this Permission 
amounts, fo invidioufly urged, not againft me, for that is nothing, but 
againſt the Scriptures of God. Juft to thus much. That all the World 
 befides were permitted to find out, by Reafon, what his own chofen Peo- 
ple were taught, by the practical Demonſtration of an extraordinary Pro- 
be qiderce; namely, that God would act with Juice and Goodnefs towards 
Man.“ 

Come we now to the Benefit. The Benefit of the Doctrine of a future 
State is twofold. To Society as fuch, as it is a Curb to Vice by fupporting 
the Belief of a Providence, under the unequal Diftribution of Things: 
And to Religion as fuck, as it is an Incentive to Virtue, by fhewing the Rate 
fet upon it. The Doctrine of a future State, in the l’agan World, af- 
forded indeed that Benefit to Society : But then, that Benefit the Jewi/b State 
did not want, as being under an equal Diſtribution of Things. Benefit to 
Religion, their Do@rine ot a future State afforded none. It was over-run 
with Superſtitions; and generally gave the Rewards of another Life, not to 
moral but to ritual Obiervances. And when not fo, as in the open teach- 
ing of the Myſteries, yet even there the fevcreft Punifhments in the Pagan 
Hell were aliotted to the A heiſts, or the Rejectors of the vulgar Pobsttcifm 5 
which, not only utterly depraved lieligion, but riveted Men in its Depra- 
vity. So that, in the Seuſe of our Examiner (who is here {peaking of the 

Benefit. 
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Bencfit of a future State to Religion, as fuch), this future State of all the 
World befides was indeed no Benefit at all. But he will fay, I have thewn, 
that the aid of the Myferies removed thefe Errors. it is true, I have. 
but, at the fame time, likewiſe, that thefe were revealed to very few. 
And, to fet Matters even, has not he fhewn from Biſhop Bull *, that the 
lidden Miefleries of the Law were opened to fit Hearers, wherever they were 
Sound? though, from the total Silence of a future State, in the old Jewih 
Hitlory, 1 ſuſpect, theſe were fill fewer. Which Opinion I will be ready 
to retraét, when he fhall thew me, in the Jewi/h Antiquities, as plain Inti- 
mations of a future State, amongſt the bidden Myfteries of the Law, as I have 
fhewn him in the Grecian, of the Doctrine of the Unity, and the Deteclion 
of vulgar Polytheijm amongit the Myfleries of Paganifm. But had a future 
State afforded the Pagans never fo much Benefit to Religion as fuch: Ye 
neither this did the Jewih People want, and for the fame Reaſon as above, 
becaufe they were under an extraordinary Providence. And now let us fee 
to what the Bengrir amounts. 

The Pagans bad a future State to ſupport their Society and Religion. 

But then, fo circumftanced, that it was of Service to Society only, al- 

though doth wanted it. 

The jews bad no future State to ſupport their Society and Religion, 

But then, veither wanted it. 

And now, I pray you, on which Side lies the Balance of the Benefit? We 
commonly hear it faid, that ſceing is believing : but 1 ſuſpect our Examiner 
‘has been impofed on by a very different Aphorifm, as abfurd in the Thought 
as the other is in the Expreſſion, that believing kis baving a Principle not 
unworthy of his School. Elfe how comes he to place fo great a Benefit in 
the Point in Queftion, if he did not fuppofe that the Jews’ want of the Doc- 
trine deprived them of the Thing ? 

But have I not been reckoning all this Time without my Hoft, while I 
argued againſt thefe filly Prejudices, upon the Confeffion of an extraordinary 
Providence? For, difputing here with Cbriſtian Men, I have fuppofed that 
they believed fuch a Diſpenſation. And prudent was it in me fo to do. 
For had I been called upon to prove my Suppo/ition, I do not know whether 
what I could fay would have fatisfied the judicious Reader, who had ob- 
ferved that all the Arguments they ufe againſt me receive the little Force 


Page 123. 
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they have on a contrary Suppofition. And even this private Letter-writcr, 
one of the moft candid of his kind, had fill a Reafon in referve, to prove 
why the Promife of Life, in his favourite Text of Leviticus, muft needs 
mean eternal Life, and not temporal only, which looks very much that way; 
it is, becaufe the bet Men (he fays) were eften cut off in the midh of their 
Days, and frequently fuffered greater Adverfities than the moſt profligate Sinners. 
Who now that had even a Mind to let us fee he belicved nothing of the 
Matter, could have expreſſed his Meaning in ſtronger or more fignificant 
Terms? I am not afhamed to confefs I read my Bible; and believed what 
it told me of this cætraordinay Providence; and, in the Simplicity of my 
Heart, would needs try if I could make the Deift believe too. I found it 
was this that moft revolted him: and therefore undertook to prove, from 
the very Conſtitution of their Oeconomy, that the Reprefentation muft needs 
be true, and fo, while I was removing his Odje@ions to Revelation, give 
him a Demonſtration of its Truth. In the mean time, I little ſuſpected that 
a Set of Men, who call themfelves Believers, would, for the Sake only of 
combating the Medium of my Demonſtration, ever venture to call in Quef- 
tion that very Fact for which I was contending with sheir Adverfaries; and 
in a way their Adverfaries (except it were perhaps Spinofa and his Man 
Toland) had never attempted, namely, by a virtual Denial of the Repre- 
ſentation. If this was to be contefted me, I could have withed, for the 
Honour of Revelation, it had been done by the profeffed Enemies of it: 
And then I could have expofed their Prevarication without much Regret. 
As it is, I rather chufe to draw a Veil over this Infirmity of the Fi; anD 
wait For the Renewal of a right Spirit within them. 
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Ix ANSWER ro 
The Reverenp Docrors 


STE BBI NO and SYKES, 


Serving to explain and juſtify the Two Disszx rations in the 
DIVINE LEGATION, 
CONCERNING THE 
Command to ABRAHAM to offer up bis Son; 

AND THE 
Nature of the Jewisu THEOCRACY ; 


Objected to by thofe LEARNED Writers. 


PART II. and Laf. 


Arcades ambo, 
Et cantare pares, et RESPONDERE parati, Viro. 


Cec2 


Quid immerentes hofpites vexas, Canis, 
Ignavus adverfum Lupos? 

Nam, qualis aut Moloffus, aut fulvus Lacon, 
Amica vis PASTORIBUS, 

Agam per altas aure fublata nives, 
Quæcunque præcedet Fera. 

Tu quum timenda voce compleſti Nemus, 
Projectum odoraris CI URI. For. 
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HE two Susyects here debated will deſerve the Attention 

of every ſerious Believer; eſpecially, thoſe of my own Or- 
der. For the Sake of fuch, I ſhall juft hazard a few Obfervations, 
which I thought rather too good to be thrown away upon thofe 
whom the following Sheets more immediately concerned. 


I. The Reader finds here, what the Learned Dr. Stebbing has 
been able to object to my Interpretation of the COMMAND To ABRA- 
HAM: Which, I prefume, when fairly attended to, will be no 
light Confirmation of its Truth. But, as I have no Notions to ad- 
vance, not founded in a fincere Defire to demonftrate the Divinity 
of our Holy Religion, I would by no means take the Advantage of 
a weak Adverfary, to recommend them to the public Acceptance. 
I hold it not honeft, therefore, to conceal an Objection to my In- 
terpretation, by far more plaufible than any that zealous Gentleman 
has urged againft it; which is This, That it is difficult to cou- 
*¢ ceive how a Circumſtance of fo much Importance to Revelation, 
as the removing one of the ftrongeft infidel Objections againit its 
„Truth, and proving a real Connexion between the two Difpen- 
“ fations of it, fhould never be clearly explained and infifted on by 
* the Writers of the New Teftament, though the Hiftorian of the 
Old might have had fufficient Reaſons for concealing it.“ To. 
which | beg Leave to reply, that it is very certa'n, that many 
Truths of great importance, for the Support of Religion againft 

Infidelity, 
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Jntidelity, were taught by Fefus to his Difciples (amongſt which, I 
reckon this Interpretation to be one) which never came down, by 
their Conveyance, tothe Church. But being, by the Aſſiſtance of 
Gos Holy Spirit, difcoverable by thofe who devote themſelves to 
the Study of the Scriptures with a pure Mind, have, for the wife 
Ends of Providence, inſcrutable to us, been left for the Induſtry 
of Man to find out, that, as occafion required, every Age might 
fupply new Evidence of God’s Truth, to put to Silence the Ignorance 
of fool. Men: And that, in proportion as the Power of Darknefs 
thickened, fo might the Splendour of the Gofpel light ; that Light 
which was ordained, at laft, entirely to difperfe it. In ſupport of 
what is here faid, I beg the Reader to reflect on what is told us by 
the Evangelift, of the Converſation between Fe/us (after his Refur- 
rection) and the two Difciples journeying to Emmaus; where their 
Mafter fays unto them, O Fools, and flow of Heart to believe all that 
the Prophets Lave fpokin! Ought not Chrift to have Suffered thefe 
Things, and to enter into bis Glory? And beginning at Moses, and 
all the Prophets, be expounded unto them the Things concerning him- 
Jeif*. Now who can doubt, but that many Things were here re- 
vealed, which would have greatly contributed to the Demonſtration 
of the Gofpel Truth? Yet hath it pleafed Providence that this 
Diſcourie fhould never be recorded. But that the Apoftles ufed, 
and made a good uſe too, of thofe Inſtructions, we have the plaineft 
Evidence from their amazing Succefs in the Converfion of the 
World, by this Application of the Writings of Mofes and the Pro- 
pbets. And if I be not greatly deceived, amongft Truths inforced 
on thofe Occafions, that, which I prefume to have difcovered in the 
Command to Abrabam, was not forgotten. Let the unprejudiced 
Reader judge. St. Paul, making his Apology before King Agrippa, 
recapitulates his Defence in thefe Words: Having therefore obtained 
help of God, I continue unto this Day witneffing both to fmall and great, 
Saying none other Things than thofe which the Prophets, and Moses, 


æ St. Luke, chap, xxiv, ver. 26, 27., 
DID 
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DID SAY SHOULD COME: that Chriſt bud fuffer, and that be ſbouli 
be the firft that foould rife from the Dead. The Greek is rather 
ſtronger, in predicating this Circumftance of Mofes—— cw re we- 
ora A pedrcolur yivecbas KAI MOSHE. Now where, let 
me afk, in all his Writings, except in the Command to Abrabam, is 
there the leaſt Trace of any fuch Circumſtance, as that Chrif foould 
Safer, and that he foould be the firft that foould rife from the Dead? 
Or in that Command either, if not underſtood according to our 
Interpretation ? 

But further, as the Apoftles did not convey feveral illuftrious 
Truths taught them by their Mafter to the Churches which they 
founded: So neither (and doubtlefs for the fame wife Ends of Pro- 
vidence) did the Churches convey down to Pofterity feveral Truths. 
revealed to them by the Apoftles. An Inftance of which we have 
in St. Pauls fecond Epiftle to the Theffa‘onians, where, {peaking of 
Anti-Chrif, or the Man of Sin, he reminds the Church of what it 
was he told them yet Jett or hindered his Coming.—Remember ye 
not, that, when Iwas yet with you, I told you thefe things? And 
now you know what witbboldeth that be might be revealed in his Time. 
But the Knowledge of this /ett or hindrance the Church of God 
hath long loft. And yet it is a Matter of very high Concernment. 
I have ever thought, the Prophefies relating to Antichrift, inter- 
{perfed up and down the New and Old Teftament, the moft con- 
vincing Proof of the Truth of the Chriftian Religion that any moral 
Matter is capable of receiving. That a Roman Power is meant, is 
fo exceeding evident, that it is that Point in which all Parties are 
agreed. But to fix it to the individual Power (a Determination 
highly interefting both the Truth and Purity of Religion) it muft 
firſt be known whether the Power ſpoken of be Civil or Ecchjfiafti- 
cal. Proteſtants, in general, think they fee all the Marks of the 
latter. The Catholics, as they are called, contend of Neceſſity tor 
the former: And they have many great Names even among us on 


© Ads, Chap. xxvi, ver. 22, 23. 
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254 PREFACE TO REMARKS ON 


their Side (by what odd Concurrence of Circumftances, may be con- 
fidered in another Place). This has long embarrafled a Queftion, on 
the right Determination of which alone, I am fully periuaded, one 
might ret the whole Truth of the Chriftian Caute. Now the 
Knowledge of what it was that /ett or hindered the Appearance of 
Antichrift, which St Pau! communicated to the Church of Theffa- 
lontcu, would at once determine the Queftion. But this is the State 
in which it hath pleated Providence to place the Church of Chrif : 
With abundant Evidence to fupport itfelf againſt Infidelity ; yet fo 
much left to be difcovered as may rightly exercife the Faith and 
Induftry of all humble and ſober Adorers of the Crofs. Which 
however ſheus it was not the Intent of Providence that one of theſe 
Virtues fhould thrive at the Expence of the other. Therefore when 
my learned Adverſary *, in order, I will believe, to advance Chrif- 
tian Faith, would difcourage Chriftian Induftry, by calumniating, 
and rendering ſuſpected, what he is pleafed to call ExPERI MENTS in 
Religion, it is, I am afraid, at beſt, but a Zeal without Knowledge. 
Indeed, if Men will come to this Study with u#wafhed Hands, that 
is, without a due Reverence of the Dignity of thefe facred Volumes; 
or, what is as ill in the other extreme, with unpurged Heads, that 
is, ftuffed full of Syftems, or made giddy by Enthufiafm, it is not 
unreaſonable to expect the Succefs which Dr. Stebbing pretends to 
have obferved. But then, let him keep his Advice for thoſe whom 
it concerns, 


II. The other Subject debated in this Pamphlet is of the Tuxo- 
cracy of the Jews. Having undertaken to prove the Divinity of 
the Mo/aie Religion from the actual Adminiftration of an extraor- 
dinary Providence over that State in general, and over private Men 
in particular, by the Medium of the Omiffion of a future State of 
Rewards and Puniſhments in their Oeconomy ; what I had to do 
was to thew from Scripture, that fuch a Difpenfation of Providence 
was there reprefented to have been adminiftered. This I did two 


* Dr. Stebbing. 
Ways 
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Ways, from the Nature of the thing; and from the exprefs Words 
of Scripture. Under the firft Head, I thewed * that, from the 
Nature of a Theocracy, it neceſſarily followed, by as plain an In- 
duction as that Protection follows Obedience to the Civil Magif- 
trate, that there muft be an extraordinary Providence over the State 
in general, and over all the Members of it in particular. And that 
though a Theocracy were only pretended, yet, if the Inftitutor of 
it knew the meaning of his own Contrivance, he muft, of courfe, 
pretend ¢his extraordinary Providence likewife. In fupport of which 
laſt Obfervation I have thewn *, in the fecond Place, that fuch a 
Diſpenſation of Providence is actually, and in exprefs Words of 
Scripture, faid to be adminiftered. After this, what has an Une 
believer to do (for it is hard to think how any other ſhould have 
any thing to do in it) who would invalidate this Reprefentarion, but 
either to deny that the eib Form of Government was Theocrati- 
cal, aud, by that means, endeavour to deprive me of the frf of my 
Proofs, from the Nature of the thing: Or to allow this pretended 
Theocracy, yet thew from Fact, by Scripture Hiftory, that fuch a 
Difpenfation of Providence was not adminiftered; which would 
ſubvert both my Proofs. And this fure none but an Unbeliever 
could deliberately do, becauſe it argues Mofes of Impofture. For 
if an extraordinary Providence to the State and to Particulars neceſ- 
farily follows a Theocracy, and yet fuch a Providence was not ac- 
tually adminiftered, then this Theocracy. was not real, but pre- 
tended only. Now Dr. Sykes has undertaken to prove that the ex- 
traordinary Difpenfation of Providence did not extend to particu- 
lars. In this I blame him not. Every Man muft think for him- 
felf; and the Objection is fairly urged. But what creates my 
Wonder is, that when, contrary to common Senfe and common 
Scripture, he pretends to admit an extraordinary Providence to the 
State in Conſequence of a Theocracy, while he oppofes that to parti- 
culars, he fhould yet think to pafs upon his Reader for an Advocate 
of the Bible. If he fees the thing in the Light here ſtated, what an 
* Both in The Divine Legation and in this Pamphlet. 
Vor. VI. Ddd Opinion 
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Opinion muft he have of the Public? If he fees it not, what an 
Opinion muft the Public have of him? But let him debate this 
Point with himfelf at leifure. All the Advantage I have taken of 
his bad Reafoning is not to difcover, nor confequently to difcredit, 
his Opinions ; but merely to fupport my own. 

III. In the laft Place, it may be permitted me to obferve, that 
thefe two learned Doctors, who imagine, that all the Time they 
have been writing againſt me, they were oppofing the Concluſion of 
The Divine Legation, have, indeed, allowed all I wanted to make my 
Argument demonftrative : Dr. Stebbing, by owning that Mofes did 
not teach, vor had it in Commiffion to teach, a future State of Rewards 
and Punifoments; and Dr. Sykes, by owning that an extraordinary 
Providence was adminiftered over the Jewith State and People in gene- 
ral. If it be afked then why I would clog my Argument, by in- 
ſiſting on the F.wifh People’s Ignorance in general of a future State, and 
the Adminiftration of an extraordinary Providence to particulars ; I 
reply, it was on the fame Principle that Mo/és clogged his Inſtitution 
with a Tbeocracy. He did it in Obedience to the Divine Command; 
and I, out of my Obfervance to Truth. But had he been of that 
Species of Lawgivers in which Dr. Sykes ſeems to rank him, I con- 
clude he would not have unneceſſarily inſtituted a form of Govern- 
ment that muft, at every ftep, have detected his Impofture. And 
had I wrote to advance my own Notions, the equitable Reader will 
conclude I fhould never have given fo many needlefs Provocations to 
this teſty Race of ANswERERS. 


April 14, 17435. 
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PART True SECOND. 


HE Curious Reader of the many and various Anfwerers of 

the Divine Legation (if any fuch there be) cannot chufe but 
{mile to fee them fo unanimoufly concur in reprefenting me as 
defperately enamoured of Controverfy, and refolute and determined 
for the lat Word; efpecially, when it is obferved, that, of Ten 
or Twelve very fizable Books, written againft it, I have taken no- 
tice of a {mall part only of Two or Three. What their Motives 
were, in this reprefentation, is neither worth mine, nor the Rea- 
der's while, to conjecture. The plain fact is, I would willingly 
avoid all controverfy, fo far as is confiftent with a regard to the 
Public; to which t have thought fit to appeal; and, to which, 
confequently, I have given a kind of right to expect, either an An- 
{wer to all material Objections, or a Confeffion of their Force. 


Ddd2 For 
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For fuch as thefe I have ftill waited; and now find I am likely 
to wait. In the mean time, I muft either be filent, or take up 
with what Fortune fends. And who could be long undetermined? 
For he muft be very fond of Controverfy indeed, who would 
think of entering into a ferious Difpute, either with him, who 
holds That natural Religion bas not, and yet the Law of Mofes bas, 
the Santlion of a future State of Rewards and Punifhments*: Or 
with that other, who carnot fee, and therefore, with a modeft Bold- 
nefs peculiar to the blind, affirms * there és not the leaft connexion 
** between the two propoſitions, an extraordinary Providence and the 
“ Omiffion of a fature State +.” With the fame quicknefs of Sight, 

I make 


* An Effay on the Nature and Obligations of Virtue, by T. Rutherforth, B. D. 
Fellow of St. John’s College in Cambridge, and of the Royal Society. Cambridge. 

+ The Belief of a future State proved to be a fundamental Article of the Religion of 
the Hebrews, &c. By John Jackfon, Rector of Rofington, &c. London.—p. 64. Where 
the Reader will fee, that all his Otzections, even to the very Blunders, have been ob- 
viated or anfwered by me long ago. An Inftance of this, as it now happens to lye be- 
fore me, will not be unentertaining.-——-"* As a Future State (fays he) may be demon- 
t ftrably deduced from Principles of natural Reafun, so 1 ts cor A in the Pro- 
* poſition laid down by St. Pal, He that cometh to God (as a Worhhipper of him) waf 
ei beliewe that be is, and that be isa Rewarder of thofe whe diligently feck bim, Heb. xi. 6.” 
r. 9. His Argument requires him to mean seceffarily ces ajacd. But before that can be 
fhewn, it muf be proved that God cesset, in this World, reward shefe whe diligently 
Jerk lim; And he who thould go about to prove that, would go near to contradict all 
which Mofes has faid, in the Sanction of his Law, that God not only cosid, but 
st would, reward thoſe, ix this World, who diligently feek him.” But St. Panl knew 
what he faid, though this Man does not. He knew the Propaſition did not seceffarily, 
but might, or might not, contain a future State, juft as the Writer applied it: And 
he delivered it accordingly. Firſt, As he was an exa@ Reafoner, Becauſe the ſupport 
of Religion depends not on Rewards dere or bercafter; but on the gr Diftribution of 
them, wherefsever they are conferred. Secondiy, he was a pertinent Reafoner, becaufe 
he would include the Sanction of the Mofaic as well as Chriffien Religion; the firù of 
which (as he tells us clfewhere) bad she Promife of the Life that now is; the other, of 

that which is to come, This Blunder, as the Reader may remember, was expofed in the 
fiel Pare of thefe Remarks, p. 371. But 1 would recommend Mr. Jackfon’s whole 
Pamphlet to his Perufal as a Specimen of that illuftrious Band, in which he has thought 

fit 
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I make no doubt he would affirm, that there is not the leaſt Connec- 
tion between the old Engh/b Honour, and the long Omifion of a 
Qualification Law for Members of the Houfe of Commons: And 
is therefore to be referred to the Claſs of thofe whom I fend for 
an Anſwer, to the Story of Bertrand and his Reading Glaſſes. 

But when, at prefent, no urgent Occafion drove me to trouble 
the Reader in my own Vindication, an inviting Opportunity offered 
itfelf, of revenging Letters in general, on their very worft and 
moft relentlefs Enemy, the Answerer BY Prorgssion. Of whofe 
Trade happening to fpeak with the Contempt that it deferves, I 
was accufed by the dull Malice of thefe Anfwerers themfelves to 
mean the Gentlemen of the long-Robe ; the moft learned as well as 
ufeful Body in the State; and, by far, the moft capable Part of 
that Public to whofe Lay-judgment I had appealed : The only Men 
who ſpeak Senſe concerning MoRAL OBLIGATION, and the beft 
Judges of Truth, by their Knowledge of morar EvipENce: 
Their habitual Acquaintance with its Nature and with the propor. 
tioned Weight accompanying every varying Degree of Probability, 
(a Knowledge where Reafon is in its Sovereignty) qualifying them 
to determine in all clear Queftions of Religion. But as the plaineft 
Defcription could not fecure me againft fo ridiculous a Calumny ; 
it may be proper to prefent the Reader with the Originals them- 
felves. Two of which, Fortune hath juft thrown into my Hands ; 
and two the moft curious of their kind. They had been Anfwerers 
from their early Youth; and, as the Heads of oppoſite Parties, 
never yet agreed in any one thing but in writing againſt the 


fit to inliſt ; and which indeed would have been imperfect without this Af erer Geacral ; 
who has all his Life long oppofed himfelf to whatever received the Public Approbation : 
And after having written againſt the Jeguiry into the Nature of the Human Senf, does me 
too much Honour -to be entirely overlooked. Which however, it is probable he had 
been, but for thefe Words in his Title Page,— Tbe Doftrine of the ancient Philefephers con- 
cerning a fature State eu to be conffteat with Reaſen. A vile Inſinuation! latimating 
that 1 had written fomething agaixf che Reafonablenefs of that Doctrine. 


Divine 
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Divine Legation. Here they went to work as Brethren : and, ine 
deed, not without Reafon: The Book was mauifeftly calculated to 
fpoil their Trade. 

Theſe Reverend Veterans, whom one may, not improperly, call 
Wardens of the Company, had both, as we fay, trod the fame Path 
to Glory, 

Ille pedum melior motu — 
Hic membris et mole valens — 


and ftuck themfelves to the Fortunes and Principles of two truly 
great Men, to whom, the prefent happy Eftablifhment is exceed- 
ingly indebted; to the One, for his ſupport of our Religious Conſti- 
tution ; to the Other, for that of our Civil. In the Profecution of 
which Services, juft Reafons of Church and State had drawn 
them into different Ways of thinking and engaged in a very 
warm Controverfy, where the Interefts of both were capitally 
concerned. 

Into this famous Difpute, without any other Preparation than a 
willing Mind, aud a ftrong Defire to be doing, our two Squires- 
Errant would needs thruft themfelves, to bear the Wallet, for 
Salve and Lint, and the Balfam of Fierabras: Where they battled 
it, unaíked, with the broken Launces, that fell on each fide, from 
the conflict of their Mafters. But let not the Reader imagine thefe 
were only Things they picked up in the Combat. For, though 
the Diſpute was, whether a pure Virgin Church thould be given up 
to the polluted and prophane Embraces of old Civil-Policy ; yet our 
Squires, like honeſt Sancho Pancha at the Marriage · feaſt of the fair 
Quiteria, agreed not to quarrel with the Scum of good Camucho's 
Kitchen. In a word, not to difhonour them by Comparitons, like 
Homer's Heroes, they did their Work, and din'd. 

But now that both have been fo much luckier than Men gene- 
rally are after a drawn - battle, one would imagine they ſhould. have 
been glad to give the poor remainder of their Lives a little Reft; 

and 
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and not go out again ſeeking Adventures, where nothing was to 
be expected but dry Blows. For the golden Days of Controverfy 
had been long over. Here was no Church to be defended but that 
of Mofes; which would hardly bear its own Charges. A Jeuiſb 
Theocracy was a barren Field, compared to an Engliſi Eſtabliſh- 
ment; and a Conflict in thoſe quarters was like a Battle in Fairy- 
land. which affords no Spoils but in Deſcription. The fage San. bo 
might, here again, have been their Example, who was glad at 
laft, even unknighted, to retire with the moderate gratification of 
a Bill of exchange for three Affes. But, 

t Our Beavor'd Knights, who bear upon their Shield 

Three Steeples argent in a fable Field,” 


are ftill reſtleſs and unfatisfied, and afpiring after the GoL DEN HEI 
MET OF MAMBRINO., 

Since therefore they have thought fit once more to entertain the 
Public, I will do my part that they lofe not the laft and only re- 
ward yet unpaid them, a Ceremonial and folemn Plaudite: that 
the Pofterity of thoſe whom they fo well entertained in the laft 
Age, may underſtand what good Judges their Fathers were of 
Merit. For Merit they laid claim to; and this fearch after Adven- 
tures, they called a fearch after Truth. For the eaſieſt of all things 
is to give a good Name; as the hardeſt is to deferve one. Thus, 
(in the manner of thefe Moderators between Truth and Falfehood) 
the Toy-MAN oF Batu, with great Solemnity of Face informs you, 
that he is a Factor between the Poor and the Rich. Not that this 
Importance would be much amifs, if it ftopt there; as affording 
others (who take the thing right, in the fenfe of making the mof of 
both) a very innocent occafion of mirth: But the miſchief is, It 
is apt to give them wrong Notions of themſelves: And the An- 
Jwerer begins to think himſelf a Servant of Truth; and the Toy- 
man, an uleful member in the State. 

But I thould be very unjuft to my own Order, did I fuffer the 
Reader to remain under a wrong Imprefiion, as if thefe were the 

ufual 
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ufual ways of rifing to the Honours of the Gown. I have the 
Pleafure of feeing, in the number of my Friends, many who have 
made their Fortune by fupporting the Dignity of Scholars, and 
preferving the Integrity of Churchmen. And it is with high Sa- 
tisfaction I can take this occafion of doing Juſtice to the Merit of 
two ot them in particular, who have both greatly diftinguithed them- 
felves, in the common Service of Religion, againſt Libertinitm and 
Infidelity. In which, the one has fo employed his great talents of 
Reafoning, and profound Knowledge in true Philofophy ; and the 
other, his familiar Acquaintance with Antiquity, and his exact and 
critical Skill in the Languages; as to do all that can, in thefe 
Times, be expected from the ableft Servants of Truth, to put In- 
fidelity to filence: While at the fame time, to approve their own 
Sincerity, they have been fo far from looking with a jealous or fuf- 
picious Eye on others engaged with them in the fame Service, that 
it was with Pleafure they faw new Lights attempted to be ftruck 
out for its ſupport; and with Readineſs that they lent their beft 
Affiftance to put them in a way of being fairly confidered. I 
need not tell the Reader, that in this Account I pay a very {paring 
Tribute to the Merit of the worthy Deans of Cérif-Church and 
Wincbefler *. 


REMARK I. 


BUT it is now time our Heroes ſhould anfwer for themfelves. 
The Examiner of my fecond Propofition leads the way: Who, at the 
time of writing my Appendix to the firft part of thefe Remarks, I 
had not the leaft conception to be Dr. Stebbing. And when after- 
wards I found the Pamphlet generally given to him, I had ftill 
one very particular Reafon not to credit the Report. But when 
(on the beft Information) I could no longer doubt of the Author, 
I fent him Word, that, if he would own his Book, I would 
give it a full Anfwer. He defired to be excufed: And ftill hides 


* Dr. John Conybear and Dr. Zach. Pearce. 
his 
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his head; fo that we muft try to catch this Eel of Controverfy 
by the Tail; the only part which fticks out of the Mud; more 
dirty indeed than flippery ; and ſtill more weak than dirty: as 
paſſing through a Trap where he was forced, at every Step, to leave 
part of his Skin, that is, his Syſtem“, behind him. His Appendix 
therefore, the part yet untouched, fhall be the Subject of our fol- 
lowing Remarks: It is intituled, Confiderations on the Command to 
Mer up bis Son. In this he oppofes an Explanation, which, if 
true, will be owned by all to be of the higheft Service to Religion. 
1 fhall therefore beg leave to quote and re-examine it Paragraph by 
Paragraph. 

By which it will be feen, that, as Cicero fays of Velleius the Epi- 
curean, He fears nothing fo much as to appear to the Reader to 
doubt of any thing T:“ And hopes nothing fo much as that the 
Reader will never doubt of him. Hence it is, that he, all the way, 
boldly denies what he does not underftand ; and prudently conceals 
what he is unable to confute. But foft! before this important 
ApPENDIX ſhews itfelf, we are gradually brought on and prepared 
for its Appearance by this Inquifitorial Sentence, which concludes 
his EXAMINATION. ‘* Whether you intend (/ays be) to proceed, 


` e or will ſuffer yourfelf to be wholly diverted from your Purpofe 


t: by Matters of another Kind, LESS SUITABLE ro YOUR CLERICAL 
0 FuncTion; you beſt know. But give me leave to fay, Sir, you 
s are a Debtor to the Public ; and I hope that in your next Volume 
& YOU WILL MAKE SOME AMENDS FOR THE WRONG YOU HAVE 
% pone To Rexicion in this; in which, inftead of placing Chrif- 
«“ tianity upon a furer Bottom, You HAVE ONLY FURNISHED OUT 
% MORE HANDLES To UNBELIEVERS--Do you think fuch an 
« Image of Revelation as this is likely to cure Unbelievers of their 
« Prejudices, and will not rather minifter freth Orrence? If any 
thing hinders this Effect, it muft be the ABSURDITY oF THE 


* See my Remarks on Several Oceafional Reflections, p. 346, ct feq. 
+ Nil tam metuens quam ne dubitare aliqua de re videretur, 
VoL, VI. Eee Conceir. 
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“Conezit. But Ewouci of this. If the Reader has a Mind to 
e fee another very STRONG Ex AMPIE OF THE SAME son r oF Ma- 
„ NAGEMENT, he may find it in the AppeNnDrx *.“ 

And in this manner has every honeft Man been treated before 
me, whenever he did, or did but endeavour to ferve Mankind. 
Harvey himſelf, who had more and much abler Examiners of the 
Abfardity of bis Conceit than I have had of mine, fcarce got better 
off with one Æmilius Parifanus, a Man of great name in Italy, who 
wrote a complete Refutation (as he called it) of the Doctor's Argu- 
ments fer the Circulation of the Blood: A Difcovery which appears 
to have given this Jtalian no lefs Difturbance than The Divine Lega · 
tion has given our Examiner. Quamobrem nos aliter philofophati 
set ratiocinati de Harveii fidentia (fays he) admirati; de clar. 
* Londinenfis Academia confenfu et confpiratione obſtupefacti, da 
t Verum enimvero collecto fpiritu, miſſa tandem maximæ novi- ` 
é tatis admiratione, melius nobis confulti, ad vivum Harveii allata 
ac refecantes, ut commenticia et ficta excogitata colligentes, propria 
«& noftra. fententia permanfimus.—Semper in ore atque in animo 
% habere debemus, ut homines nos effe meminerimus, ea lege 
4c natos, ut expofita fortunæ telis omnibus et nofira fit vita, & nof- 
44 træ actiones cunctæ fub Cenforibus femper extent: Proindeque 
4% PERPETUO PUGNANDUM SIT; & nunc quam maxime, quum 
4 pro aris et focis atque etiam Larariis (quippe de Corde, &c.) for- 
«t titer decertandum.”———Serioufly, this was a fad Story. The 
poor Gentleman was plainly frighted. But ſtill he laments like a 
Gentleman. Here are no Infinuations that Harvey had fuffered 
himſelf to be diverted by matters lefs Juitable to bis medical Function, 
while he was exploring the ufe of the venal Valves. Nor does he 
take the Liberty to tell him, that he ought to make Amends for the. 
Wrong be bas dene to Phyfic; though he thought he had done a great 
deal: or that he had furniſbed out more handles for Empirics; though 
he thought they had already too many: But he politely lays the 


Exam. of Mr, W's fecond Prop. p. 132, 133.. 
fault 
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fault upon the reftlefs Temper of human Nature itielf: which will 
never ſuffer us to enjoy our old Opinions in Quiet. But our Exa- 
miner is of another Caſt. And nothing can fave you harmlefs, 
when once you have incurred the Danger of Orr xxx, but the 4b- 
Sardity of your Conceits : Though Offence, that fatal Enemy to Truth, 
be, of all Conceits, the moft abfurd whenever it is taken before it be 
given. It is true, the good Æmilius comes a little to himſelf, and 
nearer to our Examiner, in the Language of his Conclufion f le 
had recovered Heart; his Victories had elated him; and Har. - . 
numerous Experiments upon all animal Nature afforded hin: 
happy an Occafion of Raillery, as the Differtations in The D ie 
Legation have given thofe who took them for Digrefions ** Jam 
„diu (fays he) per dumeta, vepres, fyrtes, ac ſcopulos, duxit nos 
„ Harveius; diuque in ejus vivariis et pifcinis inter teſtudines, an- 
4 guillas, cochleas, ranas, bufones, et ſerpentes, vagati fumus ; 
& omnia tamen evertimus, ejufque perverſa veftigia cuncta detexi · 
„mus; omnia cum pulvifculo everrentes quàm longiſſime ablega · 
„ vimus. Qua in celebrium antiquorum recentiorumque omnium ab 
% Harveio immerito notatorum, defenſionem di&a funto. Heic— 
4 redeamus; ut que jam reprobata et ablegata funt, ratione, feniu, 
& AUTOPSIA, experimentis, in veritatis gratiam fortius obftringan- 
4 tur—prædi&æ opinionis omnia deftruendo, et inter fefe pugnantia 
« ulterius oftendendo,” &c. &c. And in the fame Strain, our 
Examiner. Who affures his Reader, that, if any thing can hinder 
the ill Effects which my Interpretation of the Command to Abraham 
muft have upon Religion, it will be his expoſing the Abjurdity of 
the Conceit. This is confidently faide But, what then? He can 
prove it. So it is to be hoped. If not—However let us firft give 
him a fair hearing. 


J nunc, et verbis virtutem illude ſuperbis. 


Eee 2 II. IIe 
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II. 


He begins with telling me, ‘that my Account of the Command 
** to Abrabars to offer up his Son J/zac, has no Foundation in Truth; 
and that in attempting to remove Objections, very well GUARDED 
4 againft by the common Interpretation, I have raifed new ones 
“ not to be anſwered upon mine. And of this (/ays be) let the 
s Reader judge „. — Agreed— . Your Pofition then (continues he) 
is this: That when God fuys to Abraham, Take thou thy Son, thy 
** only Son Jſaac, &c. the Command is merely an Information by Ac- 
“ tion inflead of Words, of the great Sacrifice of the Redemption of 
“ Mankind, given at the requeft of Abraham ; who longed, impatient- 
« ly, to fee Chriſt's Day. The Foundation of your Thefis you lay 
1 in that Scripture of St. Yohn (c. viii. 56.) where Jęſus fays to the 
“ unbelieving Jews, Your Father Abraham rejoiced to fee my Day, 
“ and be ſaw it and was glad, p. 572. As this Text is your Cor- 
“ ner-{tone, your Interpretation ought to be very ſtrongly fupport- 
“ed +4.” Well, as he doubts its Strength, and loves the ſolid But- 
trefs of an Authority, let him even take before we go any further, 
this old feafoned one from the famous Hammond; who when he had 
tranſlated v, E˙ne dr idy T% Apipar Thy ea, by—Was exceeding 
glad TWAT HE MIGHT SEE my Day, proceeds to paraphrafe the Text 
in the following Words, which our Pharifaical Examiner may very 
naturally confider as addreſſed to himfelf. And becauſe you talk fo 
much of ABRAHAM, I will now fay of him that be, having received 
the Promife of the Mefiah, Gen. xi. 35. DID THEREUPON VEHE- 
MENTLY and with great Pleafure and Exiliency of Mind pesine 
TO LOOK NEARER INTO IT, to fee my coming into the World, and a 
REVELATION of if WAS MADEUNTOHIM, and in it of the State of 
the Gofpel, and be was heartily jayed at it f. However, the force of 


® Confiderations on the Command to Abrabam to offer up Jaac, p. 137, 1 38. 
+ Ibid. p. 138. 
1 Paraph, on the New Teſtament, in loc. 
Our 
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our Examiner's concluding Remark will be feen when he comes 
to give us the Reafon of it in it’s place. In the mean time, let me 
obferve, that, if he will needs make this Text my Corner-flone, he 
ſhould have fhewn it fairly as it was laid in The Divine Legation ; 
and not have taken it out of its Cement, to make it fit for nothing 
but the blind Corner of an incoherent Pamphlet. But it was not 
for the Credit of his Examination. to acquaint the Reader that my 
Obfervations on the Text of St. Jobn were introduced in this 
Manner. Jf we confider Abraham's perfonal Character, together with 
the Choice made of bim for the Head and Origin of that Pecple, which 
God would make boly and feparate to bimfelf, from whence was to arife 
the Redeemer of Mankind, the ultimate end of that Scparation, we 
cannot but conclude it probable that the Knowledge of this Redeemer 
would be revealed io bim. Shall I hide from Abraham the thing 
which I do? fays God, in a Matter that much left concerned the 
Father of the Faithful. And bere in the Words of Jefus, Abraham 
rejoiced, Ge. we bave this PROBABLE Fact made certain , &c. 
And then I went on to prove, that by the Word Day, in the Text, 
was meant the great Sacritice of Chri?—But let us take it as it lies 
in our Conſiderer. You fay then (continues he, addreſſing him- 
«s felf to the Author of Tbe Divine Legation) that by the Word Day 
s is meant the great Sacrifice of Chrift; which is thus proved: 
4 Iben the figurative Word Day is uſed not to exprefs in general the 
« Period of any one’s Exiftence, but to denote bis peculiar Office and 
% Employment; it muft needs fignify, that very Circumſtance of bis 
% Life, which is the Charaéterifick of Juch Office and Employment. 
«s But Jefus is here peaking of bis peculiar Office and Employment, 
4 j. e. bis Office of Redeemer. Therefore, by the Word Day mif 
< needs be meant that cbaracderiſtic Circumpance of bis Life. But that 
« Circumpance was laying it down for the Redemption of Mankind. 
“ Confequently, by the (Vord Day is meant the creat Sacrifice of 


* Div, Leg. Vol. II. Ed. 2. [which is that from whence I make all the following 
Quotations; not having the firſt Edition by me] p. 564. [See Vol. III. p. 371. of this 
Edition.] 

6 Chrift,” 
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“ Chrif,” p. 593. This is indeed my Argument, fairly ſtated. 
And to that he replies. Really, Sir, I fee no manner of Confe- 
“ quence in this reafoning. That Chris Day hath reference to 
his Office as Redeemer, I grant. The Day of Chrif denotes the 
Time when Chrif thould come, i. e. when HE ſhould come who 
4t was to be fuch by Office and Employment. But why it mutt 
s import alfo that when Chrif came he ſhould be offered up as a 
Sacrifice, I do not in the leaft apprehend: Becaufe I can very 
«“ eafily underſtand, that Abraham might have been informed that 
* Chrif was to come, without being informed that he was to lay 
s down his Life as a Sacrifice. If Abrabam faw that a Time would 
come when one of his Seed fhould take away the Curfe, he faw 
“ Cbrif's Day. And this I fay he might fee, whether he faw by 
* what Act the Curfe was taken away or not +.” 

The Reader fees here, that, at firft Sight, he would feem to grant 
my Premifes.—* That Chrif’s Day (fays he) hath reference to the 
% Office as Redeemer, I grant.” Vet the very next Words which 
he uſes to explain it contradict it: The Day of Chrift denotes the 
Time when Chrift Should come. All the Senfe therefore, I can 
make of the Conceſſion, when joined to the Explanation of it, 
amounts to this Cbriſts Day has reference to his Office: No, 
** not to his Office, but to his Time.“ But he may grow clearer 
as he runs. But why it muft import Also that when Chrif came 
* he fhould be offered up as a Sacrifice, I do not in the leaft appres 
hend.“ Nor I, neither. Had I faid, that the Word Day in the 
Text, imported the Time, I could have as little apprehended as he 
does, how that which imports Time, imports ALso the thing done in 
Time. Let him take this Nonfenfe, therefore, to himſelf. ] ar- 
gued in a plain Manner, thus When the Word Day is ufed to 
exprefs, in general, the Period of any one's Exiſtence, then it de- 
notes Time; when to exprefs his peculiar Ofice and Employment, 
then it denotes, not the Time, but that Circumftance of Life cha- 


* Confiderations, p. 138, 139. t P. 139. Aoii 
ractetiitic 
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radteriftic of fuch Ofice and Employment. Dar, in the Text, is 
ufed to expreſs Chrif’s peculiar Office and Employment. There- 
fore —But what follows is fill better. His want of Apprehen- 
fion, it ſeems, is founded in this, That he can eafily under- 
* ftand, that Abraham might have been informed that Chrif was 
** to come; without being informed that he was to lay down his 
« Life as a Sacrifice.” Ves, and fo could I likewife; or I had 
never been at the pains of making the Criticifm on the Word Day: 
Which takes all its Force from this very Truth, that Abraham 
might have been informed of one; without the other. And, there- 
fore, to prove he was informed of that other, I produced the Text 
in Queftion, which afforded the Occafion of the Criticifm. He 
goes on If Abrabam faw, that a Time would come when one 
“ of his Seed ſhould take away the Curfe, he faw Chris Day.” 
Without doubt he did: Becauſe it is agreed that Day may fignify 
either Time, or Circumftance of Action. But what is this to the 
purpofe? The Queftion is not whether the Word may not, inde- 
finitely, ſignify Time; but whether it. fignifies Time in this Text. 
1 have fhewn it does not. And what has he faid to prove it does? 
Why that it may do fo, in another Place. His whole Anfwer, 
therefore, to the Argument, we fee, proceeds on an intirc Inap- 
prehenfion of the very Drift and Purpofe of it. 


III. 


I had faid, That not only the Matter, but the Manner, Iilewiſe, 
of this great Revelation, is delivered in the Text. — Abraham re- 
joiced to see my Day, and he saw it, and was glad. tre IAH ray 
apetpay rev ir, & EIAE. Which evidently foews it to bave been made, 
not by Relation in Words, but by REPRESENTATION in Action. That 


* But the Reader may fee this Truth very well inforced, from Obfervations on the 
Context, by a learned and fenfible Writer, in a Pamphlet figned L. U. P. and intituled, 
A Letter to the Author of a late Epiftolary Diſſertation, addreſſed to Mr. Warburton, 


P. 38 to 41. 
the. 
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the Verb ede is frequently ufed, in the New Teflament, in its proper 
Signification, to {ee ſenſibly. But whether literally or figuratively it 
always denotes a full Intuition. That the Expreffion was as flrong in 
the Syrian Language, ufed by Jefus, as bere, in the Greek of bis 
Hiforian ; which appears from the Reply the Jews made to bim. 
Thou art not yet Fifty Years old, and haft thou seen Abraham? 
Plainly intimating, that they underflood the Affertion, of Abraham's 
ſee ing Chriſt's Day, to be a real bebolding bim in Perſan. That we 
are therefore to conclude, from the Words of the Text, that the Re- 
demption of Mankind was not only revealed to Abraham, but was re- 
vealed likewife by Reprefentation*. This Argument our punctual 
Examiner reprefents in the following Manner. You are not more 
, fuccefsful in your next Point, Abrabam rejoiced to fee my Day, and 
“ be faw it and was glad. d IAH r Ie r dH g EIAE.—— 
“ This (fay you) evidently foews it [the Revelation] to bave been 
sc made not by Relation in Words, but by Reprgſentation in Action. 
How fo? The Reafon follows. The Verb Rw is frequently ufed in 
“ the New Tefament in its proper Signification to fee fenfibly—~In 
s the New Teſtament do you fay? Yes, Sir, and in every Greek 
Book you ever read in your Life. What you sho have faid 
« is, that it is fo uſed here; and I fuppofe you would have faid fo, 
« if you had known how to have proved it +.” 

„The Reaſon follows” (fays he). Where? In The Divine 
Legation indeed, but not in his imperfect Quotation; which breaks 
off before he comes to my Argument. One who knew him not fo 
well as I do, would ſuſpect this was done to ferve a Purpofe. No 
fuch Matter: Twas all pure Innocence. He miftook the Intre- 
duction of my Argument for the Argument 1%. The Argument 
itfelf, which he omits in the Quotation (and which was all I 
wanted for the Proof of my Point), was, That the Verb situ, whe- 
ther ufed literally or figuratively, always denotes a full intuition. And 
this Argument, I introduced in the following Manner, The Verb 


Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 595, Vol. III. p. 388. Ed. 4to.) 
5957 5 C 
4 Confiderations, p. 139, 140. 
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19% is frequently ufed in the New Tefament in its proper Significa- 
tion, to fee ſenfibly. Unluckily, as we fay, he took this for the 
Argument itfelf, and thus corrects me for it: What you snovi p 
s have faid, is, that it is fo ufed here; and I fuppofe you would 
„ have faid fo, if you had known how to have proved it.“ See, 
here, the true Origin both of prefcribing and divining! His lano- 
RANCE of what I did fay, leads him to tell me what I. ſheuld barve. 
faid; and to divine what I would bave faid. But, what I faid, T'I 
ſtand to, That the Verb «w always denotes a full Intuition. This. 
was all I wanted from the Text; and on this Foundation, I pro- 
ceeded, in the Sequel of the Difcourfe, to prove that Abrabam Jaw. 
JSenfibly. Therefore, when my Examiner takes it (as he docs) for 
granted, that becaufe, in this Place, I had not proved that the 
Word implied to fee feafibly; J had not proved it at all; he isa fè- 
cond Time miftaken. 

He goes on, One Thing needs no Proof, which is, that, in 
all Languages, ſeeing and knowing are frequently ufed as equiva- 
“lent Terms *.” As I don't know what he means by this one 
Thing, I can only requite him with another, that needs as little; 
which is, that, in all Churches, ſceing and believing are frequently 
ufed, by Bigots, as egurvalent Terms. Here's my Obfervation for 
his Obfervation ; and, I think, a good deal more to the Purpoſe. 


IV. 


But our Examiner will now thew, that, feeing Céri’s Day, and 
feeing the Promifes afar of, are one and the fame Thing. We 
have an Inſtance (Jays be) directly to the Point in hand, Heb. 
% xi, 13. Thefe all died in Faith, not having rece. ved the Promiſes: 
% aara Hepp avlas AON TEE, but having sEEN them afar off. 
„ You will remember, Sir, that Abrabam ftands in this Catalogue, 
* amongft the reft; and the Apoftle fays of them all indifferently, 


* Cofid. p. 140. 
VoL. VI. F ff ce that 
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+ that they faw the Promifes, i. c. that Blefing which was tlie Sub- 
“ je&t of thefe Promifes. How did they fee them? By Reprefen- 
“ tation, in Action will you jay? I fuppofe not. But the Apoftle 
„tells you how. They faw them by Faith, a great way off: And 
„why may not this be all that our Saviour intended? What Dif- 
** ference, in Senfe, is there between faying, that he faw the Proa 
e mifes afar : and that he few Chrif’s Day * ?” 

„We have an Inftance (/ays be) directly to the Point in hand.” 
Of what? Why, that the Verb de fignifies the fame in this 
Place of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews as in the Text in queſtion. 
Now, there it is applied to Promifes, fo cannot be literal: And here 
it is applied to Day, and fo, very well, may. Yet this he calls 
*¢ an inftance directly to the Point in Hand.” 

* You will remember, Sir //ays be) that Abrabam ſtands iw 
*¢ that Catalogue amongſt the reft.” And you will remember, Sir,. 
fay 1, That Abraham flands alone in the Words of ‘fefus. But your 
Logic, 1 fuppofe, concludes thus: If Abrabam knew as much as 
the reft; why, then the reft knew as much as Abraham. . Other- 
wife you would have obferved, that the feeing the Promifes afar 
off related to that Time of the Life of each Patriarch in which he 
performed the Act of Faith there celebrated. For the Argument 
ftands thus: By Faith, Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abrabam, did fo and 
fo; yet, as illuſtrious as thofe Acts of Faith were, they had then 
only feen the Promifes afar off: Therefore you Chriftians, &c. 
And it is remarkable that the Acts of Faith, for which Abrabam is 
here celebrated, were prior in Time to the Command to offer up his 
Son. Now, after this, what hinders our concluding, from the 
Words of Jeſus, that Abrabam had a ftill more illuftrious Manifef- 
tation of the Promife? However, if I fhould fail in reconciling 
Fefes and the Author of the Epiftle to the Hebrews, let the Reader 
semember, that it is our Examiner who has fet them at Variance. 
And he only makes the Breach wider, where he tries to bring them 


* Confid. p. 140. 
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to a Temper. “ The Apoftle (fays he) tells you, they faw the 
“ Promifes, by Faith, a great way off: And why may not this be 
“all that our Saviour intended? What Difference Id Sense, is 
ce there between faying, that he faw the Promifes afar off, and, 
„that he faw Cbrif’s Day?“ What Difference do you afk? Why, 
about as much as between your Sight and Chilingworth’s. Or as 
much as between an Object feen, at a Diſtauce, through a Mit; 
and one, at Hand, in broad Day-light. 


V. 


“ But, be cwns, that, if this was all, perhaps J /bould tell bim, 
that it was a very ſtrange Anfwer of the Jews, thou art not yet 
sc fifty Years old, and baf thou feen Abrubum “. lle is very right. 
He might be fure I would. In anfwer therefore to this Difficul- 
ty, he goes on and ſays, No doubt, Sir, the Jews anfwer our 
Saviour, as if he had faid, that Abrabam and He were Contempo- 
6c raries; in which, they anfwered very foolifhly, as they did on 
4% many other Occaſions; aud the Anſwer will as little agree with 
& your Interpretation as it does with mine. For does your Inter- 
« pretation ſuppoſe that Abrabam faw Cérift in Perfon? No; you 
« fay it was by Reprefentation only +.” 

„The Jews anfwer our Saviour as if he had faid, that Abrabam 
“ and he were Contemporaries.” Do they fo? Why then, ‘tis 
plain, the Expreſſion was as firong in the Syrian Language, ufed by 
Jefus, as in the Greck of bis Hiflorian, which was all I aimed to 
prove by it. But ‘* in this (/ays be) they anſwered very foolithly.” 
What then? Did I quote them for their Wifdom? A little Com- 
mon- ſenſe was all 1 wanted of them: And that, ‘tis plain, they 
had. For the Folly of their Anfwer arifes from it. They heard 
Jeſus ufe a Word in their vulgar Idiom, which fignified to fee cor- 
poreally ; and Common-fenfe led them to conclude he ufed it in the 
vulgar Meaning. In this they were not miſtaken. But, from 
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thence, they inferred, that he meant it in the Senſe of fecing per- 
Jonally ; and in this, they were. And now let the Reader judge 
whether the Foly of their Anfwer thews the Folly of my Argu- 
ment, or of my Examiner’s. Nay further, he tells us, they an- 
ſwered * as foolifhly on many other Occaficns.” They did fo; and 
I will remind him of one. Jefus fays to Nicodemus, Except a Man 
te born again, be cannot fee tke Kingdom of Ged *, &c. Suppote 
now, from thefe Words, I fhould attempt to prove that Regenera- 
tion and Divine Grace were Realities, and not mere Metaphors. 
For that Jeſus, in declaring the Neceffity of them, ufed fuch ſtrong 
Expreffions that Nicodemus underftood him to mean the being phy- 
fically bern again, and entering the fecond Time into the Womb, 
Would it be ſufficient, let me afk my Examiner, to reply in this 
manner, No doubt, Sir, Nicodemus anſwered our Saviour as if he 
„had faid, that a Follower of the Gofpel muft enter a fecond Time 
«c into bis Mother's Womb and be born: in which he anſwered very 
*¢ foolithly ; and the Anſwer will as little agree with your Inter- 
« pretation as it does with mine. For does your Interpretation fup- 
e pofe he ſhould fo enter? No; but that he bouid be born of 
% Water and of the Spirit.” Would this, I fay, be deemed, by 
our Examiner, a fufficient Anfwer? When he has refolved me 
this, 1 ſhall, perhaps, have fomething farther to fay to him. In 
the mean time I go on. And, in returning him his laft Words re- 
ftored to their Subject, help him forward in the Solution. of what 
L expect from bim.— The Anfwer (fuys be) will as little agree 
« with your Interpretation as it does with mine. For does your 
< Interpretation fuppofe that Abraham faw Chrif in Perion? No; 
“ you fay, it was by Reprefentation only.” Very well. Let me 
afk then, in the firft Place, whether he fuppofes what I faid on this 
Occafion, was to prove that Abraham faw Chrifi from the reverend 
Authority of his fewi/b Adverfaries; or to prove that the Verb 19% 
fignified to fee literally, from their miftaken Anfwer? He thought 
me here, it ſeems, in the way of thofe Writers, who are quoting 
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Authorities, when they fhould be giving Arguments. Hence, he 
calls the Anſwer the Jews here gave, a fool;fh one: As if 1 flood 
Sponfor for its Orthodoxy. 

But our Examiner is ſtill farther miſtaxen. The Point 1 was 
upon, in ſupport of which I urged the Anfwer of the Jews, was 
not the feeing this, or that Perfon: But the ſeeing corporeally, and 
not mentally, Now, if the Jews underftood Fefus, as faying that 
Abrabam faw corporeally, 1 concluded, that the Expreffion, uſed by 
Jefus, had that Import: And this was all I was concerned to prove. 
Diffirence, therefore, between their Anfwer as l quoted it, and my 
Interpretation, there was none. Their Anſwer implied that Abra- 
bam was faid to fee corporeally ; and my Interpretation fuppofes 
that the Words uſed had.that Import. But to make a Diſtiuction 
where there was no Difference, feeing in Perſon, and feeing by Re- 
prefentation, are brought in, into a Queftion, where they have no- 
thing to do. 


VI. 


Our Examiner, after all theſe Feats, now ſtops and looks about 
him; as waiting modeſtly for his Reader's Approbation and Ap- 
plauſe; and to ſhew how well he deſerves it, purpoſes, out of pure 
Love of Juftice, to reſume his Taſk, and kill me over again. To 
‘© do you full Juftice (/ays be) I will take in one Obfervation more, 
“by which, you have endcavoured to ftrengthen yourfelf, and 
“ which relates to the former Part of the Text. That Abraham 
s had a general Promife, that in him / the Families of the Earth 
« foould be bleffed, which general Promife comprehends or contains 
* the Promife of the Redemption, is agreed between us. And this 
“ general Promife, I fuppofe, might be the Subject of the Pa- 
s triarch’s Joy. You (in Favour of your [Typothefis) ſuppoſe, that, 
« fubfequent to this general Promife, Abrabam had, upon his ear- 
“ neft kequeft, fome ſpecial Promife made to him of a more dif- 
© tin& Communication of the Manner how, and the Means by 

“ which. 
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“s which this great Work ſhould be accompliſhed; and that this 
4 ſpecial Promife was the Matter of his rejoicing. This Hiflory of 
% Abraham (fay you) bad plainly three difini Periods. The firf 
«e contains God's Promifé to grant kis Requeft, wh-n Abraham rejoiced 
«s that he soul v see.—!¥ithin the Second, was the Delivery of the 
Command to facrifice bis Son.— And Abraham's Obedience, through 
S¢ which he saw Chrift’s Dav and was glad, includes the third. The 
1 Promife, which you fay God made to Abrabam to grant his Re- 
“ queft, cannot be the general Promife, that he ſnould be a Bleſſing 
“ to all Nations; for this was given upon his firft Vocation with- 
out his Requeft. Therefore it muft be a ſpecial ſubſequent Pro- 
‘mite. But there is not one Word in the Hiftory of the Old Tef- 
4t tament to juſtify this three-fold Diſtinction; as you confefs your- 
„ felt. For you fay that Ae“: Hiftory begins with the fecond 
Period; and that the firſt was wifely omitted by the Hiſtorian. 
s If there never was any fuch Period, never any tuch ſpecial Pro- 
4° mife requeſted or made; it was very honeſt in the Hiftorian to 
*¢ fay nothing about it: And you WILL BE THE wise MAN, wuo 
„ CAN SEE WHAT IS NOT TO BE FOUND “.“ 

The general Promife made to Abrabam, that in him ell the 
«e Families of the Earth fhould be bleffed, it is agreed (be tells us) 
„ comprehends the Promiſe of the Redemption: And this general 
4t Promife, he ſuppoſes, might be the Subject of the Patriarch's 
% Joy,” mentioned by Fefus, in the Text in queſtion. Which 
Obfervation, he is fo fond of, that he repeats it again in p. 145. 
« Abraham, ſeeing a Redemption to come through his Seed, RE- 
4 J0o1 ED at the Bleffing.” But now, if Abraham was ignorant 
that this general Promife comprehended in it the Promiſe of Redemp- 
tion, how could that Redemption be the ſubject of the Patriarch's 
Joy? That he was ignorant, 1 prove from the beft Authority 
with our Examiner; I mean his own. This general Promiſe, as a 
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Prophefy of the Meffiah or Redeemer, is agreed, on all hands, to 
be obfcure. Now our Examiner has laid it down as a Maxim, that 
** fo far as Prophefy is obſcure (and it is in the Nature of Prophefy to 
s be obfcure more or lefs). fo far it was obfcure to the Prophets 
“ themfelves *.” This, im Satis faction to himfelf. But in Satis- 
faction to his Reader, I go further; and thew, that the general 
Promife, mentioned by Mofes, could not be the Occafion of the 
Patriarch’s Foy, mentioned by Jeſus; even on our Examiner's own 
contradictory Conception of Things. I will fuppofe, for once, that 
Abrabam did underſtand, that, in the general Promiſe, was con- 
tained a Promife of Redemption. But will he fay the Time, too, was. 
contained in it? Now he owns, that the Occafion of Abraham's 
Jey was the Knowledge of the Time when Chrif ſhould come. 
The Day of Chrift (jays be) denotes the Time when Chrifi thould: 
„ come ¢.” I conclude, therefore, from his own Words, that: 
the Subject of the Patriarch’s Joy coup not be this general 
“ Promile” And, by this Conclufion, expofe the Injuftice of his 
following Remark, that it “ was in favour of my HypotuEsts 
% that I fuppofed there was a /pecial Promife made to Abraham at 
“ his earneft Requeft, fubfequent to the general one.” If it was 
in favour of any thing but Truth, it was in favour of Common-fen/e, 
which always leads to it. And which pointed out to me the three 
Periods 1 diſcovered in this fpecial Promiſe. But (be tells me) 
there is not one Word, in the Hiftory of the O/d Teftament, to 
“ juftify this threefold Diftinction.” And that I myfelf conress 
as much. It is true, that 1 confefs not to find in the Old Tefta- 
ment what is not there. And had the like Modefty been in him, 
he would have been content to have found a future State in the 
New Teftament only. But where is it, I would. afk, that, J 
* confefs there is not one Word, in the Hiftory of the Old Tefta- 
ment, to juftify this three-fold Diftinétion ?” For this is News. 


* Confd. p. 150. 1 Ibid. p. 139. 
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So far was I from any Thoughts of fuch Confeſſion, that I gave 
a large critical Epitome * of Abrabam's whole Hiftory, to thew 
that it jufified this threefold Diftinétion, in every part of it. But 
his manner of proving my Confifion, will clearly convi& him of 
the Falfhood of his Charge. For, inſtead of doing it from my own 
Words, he will argue me into it from dis cwu Inferences. You 
** confefs it (/ays be) ror you fay, that Mofs’s Hiftory begins with 
« the fecond Period, and that the firſt was wifely omitted by the 
„ Hiftorian.” See, here, the Perverſity of our Examiner! When 
the Point is a Queftion of Right, he gives his Reader an Autho- 
rity: When a Queftion of Faé, a Reafon. But what fort of Rea- 
fon let us now fee, by applying it to a parallel Cafe, I will fuppofe 
him to tell me, (for, after this, he may tell me any thing) that 
s 1 myfelf confefs there is not one Word in the Iliad of Homer, 
* to juftify the being three Periods in the Deſtrudion of Tror, 
« (the firft the Robbery of Helen; the fecond, the Combats before 
„the Town; and the third, the ftorming of it by the Greeks) 
« for that I fay, that Homer's Poem begins at the fecond Period; 
„ wifely omitting the firft and laft.” Now will any one conclude, 
from this Reafon, that I had made that Confeffon ?—He is fo far 
from owning that I had given any Reafons (though I had given 
many) of Mofes’s Wifdom in omitting the mention of the firft Pe- 
riod, that his following Words, if they have any Meaning, infinuate 
Thad given none. ‘If there never was any fuch Period; it was 
* very honeft in the Hiftorian to fay nothing about it.” The Rea- 
der fees, I queftion his having a Meaning; and my Reafon is, be- 
caufe, I find, it was to introduce a Picce of Wit. For, as the 
Town-Poet frequently compounds for the Rdime, with one half 
of his Diftich ; fo the Town-profe-Man for the Wit, with one half of 
his Sentence.—* And you (fys be) will be the wise Man who can 
** fee what is not to be found.” Now the two Members of his 
Wit do not agree. — ( It was very honeft in the Hiftorian—and you 
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s will be the wife Man. — The careleſs Reader may think he only 
meant, here, to call me Fool. But, indeed, it was my Kuavery 
that was to ſtand in Oppofition to Mofes’s Honefly. This, there- 
fore, is to be conſidered as one of thoſe diſguiſed Sentences, which the 
Critics fo much admire, in the Works of the greateft Writers. 
However I here call upon him firft to prove that I did confe/s what 
he charges upon me, in Pain of being deemed a falfe Accuier.— 


Aud this for the FIRST TIME. 


VII. 


He proceeds But what is wanting in II Hory, it ſeems, Cri- 
$¢ ticifm is to ſupply. The Words in the Original are, iy 
„NA IAH; i. e. (fay you) be rejoiced that HE MIGHT SEE; which 
„ implies that the Period of this Foy was in the Space between the 
% Promife that the Favour ſbould be conferred, and the aéiual conferring 
< it, in the Delivery of the Command.—The Englith Pbraſe, to fee, is 
*¢ equivocal; and means either the prefent Time, that be did then fee; or the 
“ future, that be foould fee. But the Original ive iby bas only the latter 
4 Senfe: fo that the Text plainly diſtinguiſbes two different Periods of 
« Foy: the fiyſt, when it was promifed be foould fee; the fecond, when 
% be actually faw: And it is to be obferved, that in the exact Ufe of 
«the Word, eyardrcopas fignifies that tumultuous Pleafure which 
se the certain Expectation of an approaching Blefing, underſtood only 
«s în the grofi, occafions; and xalpu that calm and fettled Foy, that 
44 arifes from our Knowledge in the Poffeffion of it. Where are your 
« Authorities for all this? You produce none. Wherever you had 
your Greek, I am very fure you had it not from the New Tefla- 
‘6 ment, where theſe Words are ufed indifcriminately . Where 
« are your Authorities? You produce none.” No. I wrote to 
thofe who underftood their Grammar, and read Greek: And fuch 
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want none in a Cafe fo clear and notorious. But this is to infi- 
nuate, that I had none to produce. He dare not, indeed, fay fo. 
And in this I commend his Prudence, as he knew nothing of the 
Matter. However, in this, he is pofitive, that ‘* wherever I had 
my Greek, 1 had it not from the New Teflament.” The Gentle- 
man is hard to pleaſe: Here he is offended that I had it not; and, 
before, that 1 had it from the New Tefament. Here l impofe upon 
him; There I trifled with him. But, in all this Diverſity of Ac- 
ceptance, tis ftill the fame Spirit; of an Anfwerer by Profefion. 

I had faid, the two Greek Words, in their exact Ufe, fignify fo and 
fo. Which furely implied an Acknowledgment, that this Exact- 
nefs was not, a/ways, kept up to; efpecially by the Writers of the 
New Teflament ; who, whatever fome may have dream'd, did not 
pique themfelves upon a claffical Elegance. Now, this Implica- 
tion, our Examiner takes upon him to confirm, but by way of 
Confutation. ‘Inthe New Tefament (fays be) theſe Words are uſed 
* indifcriminately.” I had plainly infinuated the fame; and he 
had better have let it reft on my Acknowledgment: For the In- 
ftances he brings, to prove the Words uſed indiſcriminately in the 
New Teftament, are even enough to perfuade the Reader that they 
are not. His firt Inftance is, 1 Pet. iv. 13. Rejoice [xaipe} 
‘© inafmuch as ye are Partakers of Chrift’s Sufferings ; that when, bis 
s Glory ſball be revealed [yapire d ax % ye may be glad with 
“ exceeding Joy. See you not here (fays be) the direct Reverſe of 
% what you fay; that h fignifies the Joy which arifes upon 
14 Profpe&, and ce that which arifes from Poſſeſſion *.” 
No indeed. I fee nothing like it. All the Reverſe here, is the Re- 
verje of common Senfe. Yet in that Reverſe, (a Feat none but him- 
felf could have brought about) the Confirmation of my own Re- 
mark.—Amazing ! The Followers of Chrif are bid to rejoice, xai- 
eil. For what? For being Partakers of Chrift’s Sufferings. And 
was not this a Biefing in Pofefion? But fome Divines, it feems, 
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have no notion how Suffering can be a Bigſiag. Yet St. Paul reckons 
the Fellow/bip of Chriſt's Sufferings amongſt the great Privileges of 
the Gofpel, fuch as the excellency of the Knowledge of Chrift and the 
Power of his Reſurrection s. And St. Fobn couples it with Cbriſt t 
Kingdom + ;—-the Kingdom and Patience of Jefus Chrift. And how 
great a Blefing St. Peter (in the Examiner’s Text) efteemed it, appears 
by what follows,—shat when bis Glory full be revealed, yapite ayar- 
Assuevor, ye may be glad with exceeding Foy. But 1 have other Bufi- 
nefs with thefe laft Words. For as he quoted the foregoing to prove 
that xaigo fignifies the Joy which arifes upon Pro/peé? ; fo he quotes 
thefe to prove that a&yarrsdouas fignifies that which arifes on Pof- 
Mon. And with equal Succeſs. They are bid to rejoice now in 
Sufferings, that they might rejoice and be exceeding glad at Chrif's 
fecond Coming. And is this a Rejoicing at a Good in Poffefion ? Is 
it not for a Good in Prope? The Reward they were going to 
receive. For I fuppofe the Appearance of Cérif's Glory will precede 
the Reward of his Followers. Unlefs our Examiner has another 
Myſtery to thew us, which St. Paul left untold, That the Reward 
is to come firft, and the Glory follow. So that now the Reader 
fees he has himfelf fairly proved, by a good fubftantial Text, the 
Truth of my Obfervation, That in the exact Ufe of the Words, 
ayarrcoues fignifies that tumultuous Pleafure which the certain 
Expeétation of an approaching Blefing occafons; and xai that 
calm and fettled Foy that arifes from our Knowledge in the Pof- 
Shion of it. 

His other Inftances are, Rev. xix. 7. Let us be glad and rejoice 
0 (syoetpupser % aryarrsousbal—for the Marriage of the Lamb is come. 
Where both Words refer to Bleffings in Poſſeſſion. Again, Matt. 
4 v. 12. Rejoice and be exceeding glad [xaipile & yarria] for great 
sc is your Reward in Heaven: where both refer to Bleſſings in 
4 Proſpect 1. His villainous old Luck ftill purſues him. The firft 
Text from the Revelations ; Be glad and rejoice ror the Marriage of 
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the Lomb is come; bids the Followers of Cbriſ now do that, which 
they were bid to prepare for in the Words of St. Peter, that, when 
his Glory fhall be revealed, ye may be glad with exceeding Foy. If, 
therefore, where they are bid to prepare for their rejoicing, the 
Joy is fur a good in Profpect (as we have proved it was), then, 
certainly, where they are told that this time of rejoicing és come, 
the Joy muft ftill be for a good in Proſpect. And yet he fays, the 
Words refer to Blęſſings in Paſſaſion. Again, the Text from St. 
Matthew.—Rejoice and be exceeding glad, For great is your Reward in: 
Heaven, has the fame Relation to the former part of St. Peter's 
Words, [Rejoice inafmuch as ye are Partakers of Chriſt's Sufferings] 
as the Text, in the Revelations has to the latter. Bleffed are ye (fays 
Jefus in this Gofpel) when Men ſball revile you and perfecute you, and 
„hall fay all manner of Evil againft you fally for my fake. Rejoice 
and be exceeding glad, rox great is your Reward in Heaven. Re- 
joice! For what? Is it not for the Perfecutions they fuffer for 
his fake? A prefent Blefing fure; though not, it may be, to our 
Author's Taſte. The Reaſon why they ſhould rejoice, follows, for 
great is your reward in Heaven. And yet here, he fays, the Words. 
refer to Blefings in Profpeé?. In truth what led him into all theſe 
crofs purpofes, of reafoning, was a very pleafant Miftake. The one 
Text fays—Be glad and rejoice, rox r. The other, Rejoice and 
be exceeding glad, rox dr. Now he took the Particle, in both 
Places, to fignify propter, for the fake of; whereas it fignifies, quo- 
niam, quia, and is, in proof of fomething going before. So that he 
read the Text—Rejoice for the Marriage of the Lamb is come: —as if 
it had been—Rejoice for the Marriage of the Lamb, which is come: 
And—rejoice, for great is your Reward in Heaven; as if it had been, 
Rejoice for your great Reward in Heaven. 

But now let us confider all thefe Texts in another view, in order 
to do Juftice to his Delicacy of Judgement. I had faid that, in the 
exact Ufe of the two Greek Words, they fignified fo and fo; and 
applied that Obfervation to a Faf; where a Perfon was faid to have 
rejoiced, Èc. In order to difprove this Criticifm, he brings three 

Paſſages, 
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Paſſages, in which thofe Greek Words are ufed, where no Fact is 
related ; but where Men are, in a rhetorical manner, called upon, 
and bid to rejoice, Se. In which Cafe, the Ufe of one Word for 
another, is an elegant Converſion. Thofe, in Poſſeſſion of a Bleſſ- 
ing, are bid to rejoice with that exceeding Joy, which Men gene- 
rally have in the certain Expectation of one approaching; and thoſe 
in Expectation, with that calm and fettled Joy, that attends full 
Poſſeſſion. And now who but our Examiner would not fee that all 
his Inſtances fall fhort and wide of the Point in Queftion : The w/e 
of Words being one thing, in an Hiftorical Affertion ; and another, 
in a rhetorical Invocation ? 


VIII. 


However, having ſo ably acquitted himſelf of one Criticiſm, he 
falls upon another. But what then (/ays be) ſhall we do with 
44 % To rejoice that be might {ee the Bleſſing which he already 
4 bad; in che Engli/b Language, is not Senfe. I grant it. And 
* therefore our Tranflators avoid it, and render the Paſſage thus; 
% Abrabam rejoiced TO see my Day; which Rendering will very 
* well ſtand with the Greek; where iva is often put for Sr or ors 3 
4 POSITIVE AS YOU ARE THAT IT ALWAYS REFERS TO A FUTURE 
“ TIME +. N 

What ſhall we do with v? What indeed! But no fooner 
ſaid than done. He fathers it upon me. And having ſtript it 
of all its Relations will needs make me maintain it. “Ive (fays 
< be) is often put for dre or Šri, pofitive as you are, that it always 
60. refers to a future Time . Now, fo far from being pofitive of 
this, I pofitively deny that I ever fo much as gave the leaft Hint 
of fuch a Thing. And here I again call upon him to prove it, as 


œ See what the Letter Writer, quoted above, has faid concerning the Ufe of thefe 
two Greek Verbs, p. 62 to 65, with much Learning and Judgment. 
+ Confid. p. 144, 4 Ibid, 
fic 
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he values his Character of an Anfwerer by Profefion; and this for 
the SECOND CIPE”. 1l faid, indeed, that tre , in the 
Text refers only to a future Time. And this I fay ftill, though the 
Tranflators have rendered it, equivocally, to fee; whether for the 
Reaſon aſſigued by me, or my Examiner, is left to the Judgment 
of the Reader. Vet he affirms, that I fay, * iva always refers to 
4s future Time.” That I am pofitive of it, nay very pofitive, 
4% pofitive as you are,“ fays he. And to cure me of this Fault, he 
proceeds to thew, from feveral Texts, that ive is often put for ore 
or dr. * Thus Jobn xvi. 2. The Time cometh THAT [ives] whofoever 
+ killeth you will think be doth God good Service. Again: 1 Cor. iv. 
s 3, With me it is a fall Thing tuat [ive] I. ſbould be judged of 
% you. And nearer to the Point yet 3 John 4. I bave no greater 
“6 Yoy [ive ausw] than THAT I hear, or than To bear that my Chil- 
ss dren walk in the Truth. And why not bere, Sir; Abraham re- 
4+ joiced [ iðn) WHEN he faw, or, THAT he faw, or, which is equi- 
“valent, To sRE my Day . In Acknowledgment of which 
Kindnefs, all I can do is, to return him back his own Criticifm ; 
only with the Greek Words put into Latin. The Tranflator of 
the vulgar Latin has rendered iva idy by ut videret, which Words I 
will fuppofe him to fay (as indifferent a Latiniſt as he appears to 
have been) refer only to a future Time. On which I will be very 
arch and critical: Poftive as you are, Sir, that ut always refers to 
a future Time, J will ſbew you that it is fometimes put for poſtquam, 
she paft, - 
Ut vidi, ut perii, ut me malus abftulit Error ! 


and, nearer to the Point yet, ſometimes for quanto, Ut quifque op- 


Here the learned Writer abovementioned is juſlly ſcandalized at his Man. Pray, 
“t Sir, (fays be) what Authority have you for this, that Mr. V. is pofitive tre always 
* refers to a future Time ?——What he faith is, that ism 0 in the Text fignifies 
the future Time: And this, Sir, it does, and needs mut, for abundance of Rea- 
“t fons.” p. 39. 
1 Conlid. p. 144. 
timè 
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timè Græcè ſeiret, ita efle nequiſſimum. And why not here, 
* Sir, Abraham rejoiced [ut videret] WHEN HE faw, or THAT he 
„ faw, or, which is equivalent, ro see my Day. 


IX. 


And now he tells us, There is but one Difficulty that ftands 
in the Way.” And what is one to a Man who can ſurmount them 
with the fame Eafe he makes them? The Difficulty is this 
That according to his [the Examiner's] Interpretation, the latter 
Part of the Sentence is a Repetition of the former. Abraham re- 
« joiced to fee my Day, and be faw it and was glad; i. e. Abraham 
** rejoiced to fee, and then faw and rejoiced. But fuch kind of Repe- 
s titions are frequent in the facred Dialect; and, in my humble 
Opinion, it has an Elegance here; Abraham rejoiced to fee my Day; 
$2 cide, È ixan, HE BOTH SAW and WAS GLAD ®.” 

I had talked much of Repetitions in the facred Style; and he 
will do fo too; but without knowing the Difference between a Pleo- 
naſm and a Tautology; the firft of which is, indeed, often a Beauty; 
the other, always a Blemith in Expreffion: And in this Number 
is the elegant Repetition of our Examiner’s own making. But, for 
the Reader's better Information, I ſhall tranfcribe what I faid on 
this Subject in Tbe Divine Legation. The Pleonafm evidently arofe 
From the Narrcsunefs of a fimple Language: The Hebrew, in which 
this Figure abounds, is the ſcantieſt of all the learned Languages of the 
Eaft: Amant (fays Grotius) Hebræi verborum copiam ; itaque rem 
eandem multis verbis exprimunt. He does not tell us the Reafon ; 
but we bave given it above, and it feems a very natural one: For 
when the Speaker's Phrafe comes not up to his Ideas (as in a ſcauiy 
Language it often will not) be endeavours, of courfe, to explain hime 
Self by a Repetition of the Thought in other Words; as be, whofe 
Body is Hraiten d in room, is always diffatisfed with bis prefent 


* Confid. p. 144, 145. 
Poflure. 
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Poflure*. A Repetition of this kind, made in different Words, is 
called a Pleonafm: But when in the fame Words, (as it is in the 
Text in queftion, if there be eny Repetition at all) it is then a 
Tautology; which, being without Reafon, our Examiner will find 
a Beauty in it. In my humble Opinion (/ays be) it has an Ele- 
4 gance.” This is not ill expreſſed. Humility of Opinion well be- 
comes him who degs his Queftion; and ftill better, him who is 
about to feal it; which we thall fee under the next Remark, he 
was juft now projecting—But the only Pretence to Elegance, nay 
even to Senfe, in his Tranflation of the Text, arifes from our being 
able to underftand the equivocal Phrafe to fee in my Meaning of, 
that be might fee; as will appear to the Reader, by confining it to 
the Examiner’s Meaning; thus, Abraham rejoiced when be bad feen 
my Day, and be faw it and was glad. The Abfurdity of which 
Expreſſion arifes from hence, that the latter Part of the Sentence, 
beginning with the Conjunction Completive, Z, naturally implies a 
‘further Predication, Yet there is no further. But our Examiner, 
willing to avoid fo glaring an Abfurdity, artfully drops the Segſe 
of % in the Sound of soru. I call it the Sound, for Senfe there 
is none. Abraham rejoiced to fee my Day; be both faw and was 
glad, fays our elegant Tranſlator. As if, when be rejoiced to fee, 
there could be any Doubt whether he did not sora fee and rejoice. 
Therefore I fhould advife him not to defpife the Affiftance the 
‘learned Letter Writer gives him, who tells him here, that the beft 
Senfe, he will ever be able to make of it, will be this, Abraham 
rejoiced to fee my Day; ay, that he did +. But then as for the Ele- 
gance of it, he muft look to that himſelf. 


ee Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 147, 148. [Vol II. p. 444. ed. gto] 
Letter to the Author of alate Epiſt. Diſſ. p. 66, 


X. Having 
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Having now fo happily got through his Criticifin on my Text, 
he draws one concluding Argument; with which he runs a muck 
at my whole Differtation. ** I fuppofe, Sir, it may now be granted 
« that it is not clear from thefe Words of our Saviour; that Abra- 
* bam had any fuch Notice of Cbrif’s Sacrifice as you contend for. 
lere THEN, Sir, your Argument muft neceflarily have its Pe- 
„ riod. For this Text ſtands as the Founpation of all that ful- 
‘lows v.“ Fair and foftly, good Sir, for, (though your Argu- 
ment, be already anſwered, in a Confutation of your Premiffes) I 
would not have you run away with the Opinion that there is any 
Relation between them and your Conclufion ; further than what arifes 
from an Equivocation, which is a very bad Bond of Connexion. 
The Word Founparion, when applied, figuratively, to a Téefis, 
fignifies either the Support of it; or the orderly Introduction to it. 
That I ufed it in the latter Senfe, appears, not only from the Na- 
ture of the Thing, but from my own eapre/s Words, in the very 
Place where I fpeak of this Foundation. Tbe Foundation of my 
Thefis I lay in that Scripture of St. John, where Jefus fays to the un- 
believing Jews, Your Father Abraham rejoiced to fee my Day, and 
he faw it and was glad. Jf wwe conſider Abraham's perfonal Character, 
together with the Choice made of bim for Head and Origin of that Peo- 
pie which God would make holy and feparate to bimfelf, from whence 
was to rife the Redeemer cf Mankind, the ultimate End of that Se- 
paration, WE CANNOT BUT CONCLUDE IT PROBABLE that the Know- 
ledge of this Redeemer fhould be revealed to him. Shall I hide from 
Abrabam the Thing which I do, Jays God, in a Matter that much 
lefs concerned the Father of the Faithful. And bere, in the Words of 
Jefus, we have this PROBABI.E FACT, ARISING FROM THE NATURE 
OF THE THING, made certain and put out of all reafonable Queftion +.” 


* Confid, p. 145. t Dir. Leg. vol. II. p. 594. [ Vol. III p. 374. Ed. gto.) 
VoL. VI. H h h Here 
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Here the Reader fees that I ufe the Words of Yefus which I call the 
Foundation, as the orderly Introduction to and Confirmation only of 
a Thefis which I call probable, and prove by other Media. And as 
I thew, both from the Words of Yefus, and the Nature of the Thing, 
that Abrabam faw Chris Day: So, from both, I prove that this 
Truth muft be recorded fomewhere or other in the Old Teftament. 
From thence I proceed to the Proof of thefe two Points, 1. That 
e there is no Place in the whole Hiftory of Abrabam, but that 
„where he is commanded to offer up his Son, which bears the 
“ leaft Marks or Traces of the Revelation of Cris Day. 2 That 
„this Command has all the Marks of it, and is, indeed, that very 
Revelation *.” In doing this, amongſt the various Arguments 
employed, I ſhew that, at the ‘lime of Abraham, Information by 
Action was the moft familiar Mode of Converfation ;—that the Hif- 
tory of the Command has all the Marks of fuch a Converfation ;— 
that, if it be not fo underftood, the Story of Abraham is abrupt 
and unconnected : and the Hiftory of the Command attended with 
infuperable Difficulties. Vet for all this, my Examiner tells you, 
That my Thefis . muft neceflarily have its Period, when he has 
teken away the Foundation in my Text +. 

’Tis true, he gives a Reafon for this definitive Sentence, which is 
this: * That the Tendency of all that follows is oNLY ro sHEW 
‘© THAT ADMITTING, OR ALLOWING THAT ABRAHAM WAS AC- 
% QUAINTED WITH THE GREAT SACRIFICE or CuRIs r, that then 
“it is reafonable to expect an Account of it in his 4 Hiftory,” 
Ec. Cc. The Reader obferves from my own Words, in The Di- 
vine Legation, quoted above, that I thought we might from the 
Nature of the Thing, expect an Account of it in bis Hifory. This is 
therefore the THIRD TIW E 1 am obliged to call folemnly 
upon him, to fhew that all my Proofs of the Command 's being the 


# Divine Legat. Vol. II. p. 598. [Vol III. p.378. Ed. 4to.] 
+ Sec this Point well argued by the learned Writer of the Letter before - mentioned, 
in which, from p. 3 to 12, he very ably confutes the Examiner's Conclufion, 
1 Conſid. p. 145. 
Reve- 
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Revelation of Chrif’s Day, reft upon * the Admiffion or Allowance 
s that Abraham was acquainted with the great Sacrifice of Chrif, 
‘© as it is to be collected from the Text in S/. John.“ The lait Words 
I have added; and thereby hangs a Tale. The Reader is now to 
be let into a Secret. The Examiner, in giving the finithing Stroke 
to the Differtation on the Cafe of Abraham, had reſerved, as was fit, 
one of the neateft Tricks of his Trade to be played off on this Occa- 
fion. And thus he does the Feat. Your Foundation (favs be) 
“is ſubverted; therefore all that follows is overthrown.” Why 
fo?—Why fo! Becaufe ‘the Tendency of all is to ſhew, that, 
„ admitting or allowing that Abrabam was acquainted—then it is 
s reafonable to expect Well, but may it not be admitted or allowed, 
from other Arguments produced in The Divine Legation befides the 
Text in Queſtion, that Abrabam was acquainted with the great 
Sacrifice of Chrit? Your humble Servant, Sir, fays he for that. 
The Force of my Confequence depends upon the honeſt Reader's 
taking it, as I defign he thould; that it could only be admitted or 
allowed from the Text in Queſtion: For if once he conceives that 
it might be allowed from other Arguments in The Divine Legation, 
there is an End of my Conſeguence; and yet you would put me upon 
explaining. 
XI. 

However, our Examiner, as if not quite fatisfied himfelf, with 
this Period be bath put to my Argument, goes on thus: But to make 
good the Defect in this confequential Reaſoning. you offer at 
one direct Proof, to thew that the Command, and the Tranſaction 
c confequent upon it, was indeed as a reprefentative Information to 
4% Abrabam of the Redemption of Mankind, by the Sacrifice of 
* Chrif; which is, That the Author of the Epiftle to the Hebrews 
4 has plainly hinted that he confidered it in this Light. Your 
Proof is from thefe Words, Chap. xi. ver. 17—19. By Faith, 
“ Abraham offered up Maac—accounting that God was able to raife 
s bim from the Dead; from whence alfo be received bim in a Figure, 

Hhh 2 “EN 
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* EN MAPABOAH, in a Parable: 4 Mode of Information by Words 
** or Actions, which co ffs in putting one thing for another. Now 
in a Wi'riter (fay you) who regarded this commanded Action, as a 
“ repr fntative Informa ion of the Redemttian of Mankind, nothing 
“ could be more fixe or cafy than this Exprefion. For though Abra- 
„ham did mt, indeed, receive aac r-flored to Life after a real D:f- 
“+ folution; yet the Son being, in this Action, to reprefent Chtiſt Juf» 
fring Death for the Sins of the World, when the Father brought 
o bim Jafe from Mount Moriah, after three Days, during which 
“ he was in the State of Condemnation to Death ; be plainly received 
lim under the Charaéter of Chrift’s Reprefentative, as refored from 
“the Dead. For as kis coming to the Mount, and binding, and layi ig 
“on the Altar, figured the Sufferings and Death of Chrift ; fo bis being 
„ taken from thence alive, as properly figured Chrift’s Reſurrection 
« from the Dead. With the bigheft Propriety, therefore, and Elegance 
“s of Speech, might Abraham be faid to receive Ifaac from the Dead i, 
% a Parable, or in Reprefentation *.” 

Let us fee now what our Examiner has to object to this Criti- 
cifm.— By your Leave, Sir,” fays he—which, by the Way, he 
never afks, but to abufe me; nor never takes, but to mifreprefent 
me If the Apoftle had meant by this Expreffion, to fignify, that 
„ [ade tood as the Reprefentative of Chrif, and that his being 
« taken from the Mount alive was the Figure of Cérifi’s Refurrec- 
“ tion; it Hou, have been faid, that Abrabam received Curist 
from the Dead in a Figure +.” See here, ye little Critics: that 
Nes, that Soul of Criticiſin, which Bently fo much lamented he 
could find no where, out of himfelf. The Writer of the Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews is giving an Inſtance of Abraham's Faith, who, againſt 
Hope, believed in Hope, where his only Son (through whom he was 
promifed to be the Father of a mighty Nation) was commanded to 
be offered up in Sacrifice. In which Account, the facred Writer 
hath ufed an Expreffion which I fuppofed doth intimate that he un- 


* Confid. p. 146, 147. + Ibid. p. 147. 
derſtood 
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derftood the Nature of the Command tobe, what I have attempted 
to explain it. To this our Examiner fays, No. Had he thus un- 
derftood it, he suo have faid, not that Abraham received Isaac, 
but that he received Curist from the Dead in a Figure. What? 
where the Difcourfe was not concerning Chrif, but Ifaac? Had, 
indeed, the facred Writer been {peaking of Abraham's Knowledge 
of Chrif, fomething might have been faid; but he is ‘peaking of 
avery different Thing, his Faith in God; and only intimates, by x 
forceable Term, what he underftood that Aétion to be, which he 
gives, as an Inftance of the moft illuftrious Act of Faith. I fay, 
had this been the Cafe, fomething might have been faid; /omething, 
I mean, to keep him in Countenance; yet ftill, nothing to the Pur- 
pofe, as I ſhall now thew. The Tranſaction of the Sacrifice of Chrif, 
related to God. The Figure of that Tranſaction, in the Command 
to offer Iſuac, related (according to my Interpretation) to Abrabam. 
Now, it was God who received Cbriſt: As it was Abrabam who 
received Jfaac. To tell us then, that (according to my Interpreta- 
tion) it suouLD have been faid, that Abraham received Curist from 
` the Dead in a Figure, is only thewing us that he knows juft as 
much of Logical Expreffion, as of Theological Argumentation *. 
It is true, could he thew the Expreffion improper, in the Sente I 
underftand it, he would then fpeak more to the Purpoſe; and this, 
to do him Juſtice, he would fain be at. For thus it follows, For 
(Joys be) **Chrift it was (according to your Interpretation) that 
was received from the Dead in a Figure, by Ifaac his Reprefenta- 
tive, who really came alive from the Mount. If the Reading had 
been, not é cap 5, but siç wapaGory, it would have ſuited 
your Notion; for it might properly have been faid, that [aac 
“ came alive from the Mount as a Figure, or that be might be a 
Figure, of the Reſurrection of Chrif +.” Miferable Chicane ! 
As, on the one Hand, I might fay with Propriety, that Curist 


* See here again the learned Writer of the Letter abovementioned, p. 43. 
+ Conſid. p. 147. 
was 
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was received from the Dead in a Figure, i. e. BY a Reprefentative: 
So could I not as well fay, on the other, that Isaac was receved 
rom the Dead in a Figure, i. e. as a Reprefentative? For he, fuf- 
taining the Perfon of Cbriſt, who was raifed from the Dead, might 
in a Figure, i. e. as that Perſon, be faid to be received: Yet this 
our Examiner denies, and fays, the Apoftle shoutp bave faid that 
Abraham received Curist, and not Isaac.“ But (fays be) if the 
** reading had been not iv MapaCoan, but siç apa CA, it would have 
“ fuited your Notion.” And the Reafon he gives is this: ** For 
“ it might properly have been faid that //zac came alive from the 
“ Mount as a Figure, or THAT HE MIGHT BE a Figure, of the Re- 
“ furrection of Chrif.” Amazing! he fays this would have fuited 
my Notion; and the Reafon he gives ſhews it ſuits only his own, 
which is that the Exaéinefs of the Refemblance, not the Declaration 
of the Giver of the Command, made it a Figure. This is the more 
extraordinary, as I myfelf had ſhewn that the old Latin Tranfla- 
tor had turned the Words into IN PARABOLAM inftead of in Para- 
bola for this very Reafon, that he underftood the Command in the 
Senfe our Examiner contends for; viz. That J/aac, by the Refem- 
blance of the Actions, MIGHT BE, or might become a Figure, &e. 
But the Nature (fay 1) of the Command being unknown, thefe Words 
of the Epiſtle bave been underflood to ſigniſy only that Ifaac was a Type 
of Chrifi, in the fame Senfe, that the Old Tabernacle in this Epifile is 
called a Type——izig MAPABOAH, that is, a Thing defigned by the holy 
Spirit, to bave both a prefent Significancy and a future. Which 
amounts but juf to this, that Abraham receiving Ifaac Jafe from Mount 
Moriah, in the Manner Scripture relates, be, thereby, became a Type. 
An ancient Interpretation, as appears by the reading of the vulgate 
Latin. Unde eum Id PARAROL Ax accepit, for in Parabola, as it 
ought to have been tranflated, conformably to the Greek *. 


Divine Legat. Vol, II. p. 613. [Vol III. p. 304. Ed. 4to.] 
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XII. 


But to return to our Examiner; who, after all this Expence of 
Criticifm, owns, at laft, that * a Regſon will be wanting, why in- 
** ſtead of fpeaking the Fact as it really was, that Iſaac came alive 
“ from the Mount, the Apoſtle chofe rather to fay (what was not 
* really the Cafe) that Abrabam received him from the Dead v. 
Well; and have not I given a Reafon?—And what then? For 
what did I commence Examiner, if I mayn’t have Reaſous of my 
own ?—They follow thus, If J/aac did not die (as it is certain 
„he did not) Abraham could not receive him from the Dead. And 
+ yet the Apoftle fays, he received him from the Dead. The clear- 
* ing up this Difficulty, will thew the true Senſe of the Paflage +.” 
What, will the clearing up a Difficulty of his own making diſcover 
the true Senfe of another Man's Writing? This is one of his new 

- Improvements in Logic; in which, as in Arithmetic, he has intro- 
duced a Rule of Falſe, whereby an unknown Truth is to be ferretted 
out by a known Untruth. For there is none of this Difficulty in 
the facred Text; it is not there, as in our Examiner’s Expreflion, 
faid by the Apoftle, fimply, that Abraham received Ifaac from the 
Dead, but that he received him, from thence, 1n A FIGURE, or 
under the aſſumed Perfonage of Chrif. Now if Chrif died, then 
he, who affumed his Perfonage, in order to reprefent his Paftion 
and Reſurrection, might, furely, well be faid to be received from 
the Dead in a Figure. A wonderful Difficulty truly! and as won- 
derfully folved, by a Conundrum! But with Propriety fufficient : 
For as a real Difficulty requires Senfe and Criticifm, an imaginary 
one may well enough be managed by a Quibble. Becauſe the 
Tranflators of St. Mark’s Gofpel have rendered êv moiy wapaCors, 
by—with what Comparifon foall we compare it, therefore iv wagaGoar, 
in the Text in Queftion, he fays, fignifies COMPARATIVELY 
SPEAKING. But no Words can fhew him equal to his own— 


* Confid. p. 147, 148. + wid. 
The 
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The Apoftle does not fay fimply and abfolutely, that Abrabam re- 
* ceived ſſaac from the Dead; but that he received him from the 
Dead, & wapaGoas, in a Parable.” See here now! Did not I tell 
you fo? There was no Difficulty all this while: The Sentence 
only opened to the Right and Left to make Room for his Objec- 
tion: And now clofes again. It was not ſimply faid”—No. 
“s But that he received him—iy wapaCoay, in a Parable, i. e. ina 
* Comparifon, or by Comparifon. Thus the word is ufed Mark iv. 30. 
+t Whereunto foall we liken the Kingdom of God, or with what Com- 
** PARISON [i woi wapaCoag] bull we compare it. The Meaning 
„then may be, that Abrabam's receiving Ifaac alive (after his Death 
** was denounced) by the Revocation of the Command, was As ir 
* HE HAD received him from the Dead. Thus feveral Interpreters 
„ underftand the Place. Or it may be, as others will have it, that 
** the Apoftle here refers to the Birth of JJuac; which was [is wa- 
* COA COMPARATIVELY SPEAKING, a receiving him from the 
„ Dead; his Father being old, and his Mother paft the Age of 
s Child-bearing, on which Account the Apoſile ſtyles them both 
% dead. Which Interpretation, I the rather approve, becaufe it fug- 
t gefts the proper Grounds of Abraham's Faith *.” 

He fays, iv wagaCoay fignifies in or by Comparifon; and that 
the Word is fo ufed in St. Mark; to prove which, he quotes the 
Englifh Tranflation. Now I muft take the Liberty to tell him, that 
the Tranflarors were miftaken ; and he with them. TlagaCoay, in 
St. Mark, is not ufed in the Senfe of a Similitude or Comparifon, but 
of a Parable. The Ancients had two Ways of illuftrating the 
Things they inforced ; the one was by a Parable, the other by a 
fimple Comparifon or Simile. How the latter of thefe arofe out of 
the former J have fhewn in The Divine Legation +. Now, I fay, 
that both theſe Modes of Illuſtration are referred to in the Text 
of St. Mark; which fhould have been tranflated thus, To what 
Hall we compare the Kingdom of Gad, or with what PARABLE shall 


* Confid, p. 148, 149. + Vol. II. p. 93. [Vol II. p. 411. Ed. to.] 
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we illuftrate or parabolize it—cpoussoper—wapebedwpev.—So that the 
latter Part of the Verſe is not a Repetition, as the Tranſlators feem 
to have thought, of the former; fo frequent in the Scripture Style; 
but, both together, expreſs two different and well-known Modes of 
Illuſtration. 

But now ſuppoſe, & wolę wagaCoay had ſigniſied with what Com- 
farifon: How comes it to pafs the iv wapaCoag ſhould fignify dy 
Comparifon, or as it were, or COMPARATIVELY SPEAKING? In 
plain Truth, his critical Analogy has terminated in a pleafant 
Blunder. How fo? fays he—Nay ‘tis true there's no denying, 
but that /peaking by Comparifon is comparatively fpeaking: And, if 
Men will needs put another Senfe upon it, who can help that? 
Was it a Time for our Author, when he was writing Examinations, 
to fpoil a good Argument by nicely enquiring into tbe Senfe of an 
Expreſſion? He left it to thofe whom it more concerned, to tell 
the Reader, that comparatively /peaking does not at prefent (what- 
ever it might heretofore) fignify, ſpealing by a Comparifon; but 
{peaking loofely and incorrectly; which Senfe of the Phrafe, I fup- 
pofe, arofe from the Comparifons of fuch Kind of Writers as our 
Examiner; that were generally obferved to be lame and inaccurate. 
However, though I am no great Friend to the Innocence of Error, 
I ſnould have been ready enough to think it a fimple Blunder, had 
I not obferved him to go into it with much artful Preparation; a 
Circumftance by no Means characteriſtic of that genuine Turn of 
Mind, which is quick and fudden, and over Head and Ears in an 
Inſtant: But he begins with explaining, 1a a Comparifon, by—by 
Comparifon.: In which, you juft get the firſt Glimpfe, as it were, 
of an enaſcent Equivocation ; and this [$y Comparifon] is preſently, 
afterwards, turned into, as it were, or, as if be lad; and then, 
comparatively fpeaking brings up the Rear, and clofes the Criticifm 
three deep. But he approves of the Interpretation” which makes 
the Author of the Epiftle to the Hebrews refer to the Birth of 
“ Ifaac, becauſe it ſuggeſts (be Jays) the pRoPER grounds of Abra- 
« kams Faith.“ Till now I thought the proper grounds of Atra- 

Vex, VI. lii bam's 
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bams Faith (as of every other Man’s) had been his Knowledge of 
the Nature of the Godhead, one of whofe Attributes is Veracity. 
No, fays this great Philofopher and Divine ; his proper grounds were 
thefe, that God had told him Truth once already. — And now had 
he not Reatun, after all this, to turn to me, and with an Air of 
Triumph and Gaiety to accoft me in the following Manner? It 
« is not to be ſuppoſed, Sir, that you are a Stranger to theſe In- 
i terpretations, which are in every body’s Hands; but as if nothing 
“ of this Sort had ever been thought of, you pafs it over with ab- 
“ folute Neglect; and will needs have it, that the Apoſtle was full 
“ of your ideas; for no other Reafon that I can fee, than becauſe 
“ you are full of them yourſelf “.“ Indeed, Sir, comparatively 
(peaking, I was much a Stranger to them. For what were they, 
till feen in the pleafant Light in which you have placed them? I 
will only fay one Thing to your Argument (as I now haften to 
your Wit); which is, that, had you known the Force of the Word 
iron Sd, in the Text, you had known that the Deadne/s Sarali's 
Womb could not be meant. But, fince you love the Authority of In- 
terpreters +, I will give you what the great Scaliger fays on the 
Words i, wapaGeoag, In imagine quadam reſurrectionis: quia qui 
« immolationi addictus erat, & poftea liberatus, videtur tanquam 
“ reſurrexiſſe. Hæc eft Calvini expofitio, longe omnium optima.” 
But, fays our Examiner, (you will needs have it that the Apof- 
v tle was full of your Ideas.” My Ideas, intimates Ideas diſcovered 
by me; and to fuppofe the Apoftle full of thefe, would have been, 
I confefs, a little extraordinary. The Truth is, I faid nothing fo 
filly. Ifaid, THESE Ideas, But what then? It was neceflary, per- 
haps, to the Wit that follows—* for no other Reafon that I can 
“ fee, than becaufe you are full of them yourſelf. And ſhall I be 
angry with him for this? Surely, no. I can eafily forgive the 


> Confiderations, p. 148, 149. 
+ The learned Letter Writer abovementioned gives another good Reafon, and pio 
duces another good Authority againft this Fancy. See p. 48, 
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falfe Quotation for the Sake of fo much Wit. For, as Stephano fays 
to his Viceroy on the like Occafion, J thank thee for that Jeſt: 
*¢ "tis an excellent Pafs of Pate: and Wit ſhall not go uurewarded 
“ while I am King of this Ifland.” 


XIII. 


Our Examiner goes on: The laft Step (/ays be) you take in 
this Argument is to raife Objections againſt the common Account 
*¢ of this Hiftory ; in order to draw an Inference from thence, that 
your Account muft be the true one; and this is what I shall next 
“ confider . He had faid before, that having ſtruck my Corner- 

Stone, and unfettled my Foundation, he had itopt me fhort, and put 
a Period to my Argument. But it ſeems, tomehow or other, I had 
recovered myſelf, and pufhed it forward. For now he talks of 
another Step I had taken in this Argument. Ilappily indeed, both for 
himſelf and me, it is the /af. «s You tell us then (fays be) that 
s the Command, as it bath been hitherto underflood—occupies a Place 
t in Abraham's Hifory, that, according to cur Ideas of Things, it 
“ cannot properly have. The Command is fuppofed to be given as a Trial 
“only, Now when the great Searcher of Hearts is pleafed to try any 
st of bis Servants, either for Example-fake, cr for fome other End 
4 as in this he condefcends to the Manner of Men—fo, we may be 
% affured, be would accommodate himſelf to their Manner likewife, in 
s the moft material Circumftance of the Trial. But among ſt Men, 
«e the Agent is always tried before be is fet on Work, or rewarded, 
s and not after—On the contrary—this Trial was made after all Abra- 
“ ham’s Vork was done; and all God's Mercies received—nay, what 
< is fill more frange, after be had been once tried already.—W'e muf 
«c needs conclude therefore, that the Command was not (according to 
“ the common Notion) a Trial only, becaufe it comes after ail God's 
„ Difpenfations. Yet, as the facred Text aſſures us, it was a 
„Trial, and as 4 Trial meceffarily precedes the Employment or 


* Confiderations, p. 149. 
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„ Reward of the Perfon tried; we muf needs conclude, that as no Em- 
** ployment, fo fome Benefit followed this Trial. Now on our Inter- 
« pretation, a Benefit, as we fall fie, did follow. We kave Reafon 
« thercfore to conc. ude this Interpretation to be the true v. To this 
he anfwers, ** You lay it down here as the common Interpretation, 
“ that the Command to Abrabam to offer up his Son was given as a 
„Trial ONLY; WHICH is NOT FRUE.” Why? Berauſe the 
% common Opinion is, that God's Intention in this Command was 
** not only to try Abraham, but alfo to PReFIGURE the Sacrifice of 
«s Chrif 4.” Excellent! I ſpeak here of the Command 's being given. 
But given to whom? To all the Faithful, for whofe Sake it was 
recorded? or to Abraham only, for whofe Sake it was revealed ? 
Does not the very Subject confine my Meaning to this. latter Senfe ? 
Now, to Abrabam, 1 fay (according to the common Opinion) it 
was given as a Trial only, To the Faithful, if you will, as a Pre- 
figuration, If, to extricate himfelf from his confuſed or fophiftical 
Reafoning, he will fay it prefigured to Abrabam likewiſe; he then 
gives up all he has been contending for, againft my Interpretation, 
viz, that Abrabam knew this to be a Reprefentation of the great 
Sacrifice of Chriſt: 1 call his Reafoning confufed or fopbifiical. See, 
if he be not obliged to me for my Indeciſion. Where I {peak of thre 
common Opinion, I fay, the Command is ſuppeſed to be GIVEN as 4 
Trial only. He thinks fit to tell me, I ſay not true. But when he 
comes to prove it, he changes the Terms of the Queftion thus, 
„ For the common Opinion is that Gon's INTENTION in this Com- 
mand was, Ec. Now the Purpofe of God's giving a Command 
to Abrabam, for his Sake, might be one Thing; and his general 
Intention, in that Command, as it concerned the Whole of his Dif- 
penfation, another. I leave it therefore to the Reader to determine, 
whether our Examiner changed the Terms of the Queftion Ly 


* Confid. p. 149, 150. 
t Cenſid. p. 150. Here again the learned Writer in his Letter to our Examiner, 
P. 14. very clearly expofes this Sophiſm. 
Defign 
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Defign or Ignorance. But I have another Reafon why he fhould 
have allowed me, in this Place at leaft, not to have been miftaken. 
And that is, becaufe a great Man (whofe Authority is defervedly 
the higheft in the learned World, and which our Examiner has 
more Reafons than one to pay a due Regard to) is in the fame Sen- 
timents; and takes it for granted, as we ſhall fee by the Words that 
follow, that the common Opinion is that God’s giving this Command 
was * only to try Abraham. 1 was (fays he) under a Difficulty 
s (a Cafe, which, I dare fay, never happened to our Examiner) to 
“- account for this Action on the Foot of its being a Trial only“. 
But to prove further that J faid sot true, when I faid, that, ac- 
cording to the common Inter>.etation the Command was given for a Trial 
only; he obferves, that I myfelf had owned that the Refemblance to 
Chrift’s Sacrifice was fo flrong, that Interpreters could never overlook it. 
How much this. is to the Purpofe, unlefs we allow Abraham's 
Knowledge of the Figure, has been feen already. Nor does he ap- 
pear to be lefs conſcious of its Impertinence; therefore, inftead of 
attempting to inforce it to the Purpoſe for which be quotes it, he 
turns, all on a fudden, to thew that it makes nothing to the Pur- 
pofe for which Z employed it. But let us follow this Proteus through 
all his Windings.—** The Refemblance (ſays be), no doubt, is very 
“ trong: but how this corroborates your Senſe of the Command, I 
«do not fee. Your Senſe is, that it was an aélual Information 
« given to Abraham, of the Sacrifice of Chrif. But to prefigure, 
« and to inform, are different Things. This Tranſaction might pre- 
«e figure, and does pręſgure, the Sacrifice of Chrif; whether Abra- 
“ bam knew any thing of the Sacrifice of Cbriſ or no. For it dozs 
not follow, that becaufe a Thing is prefgured; therefore it muft 
“ be feen and underfloud, at the Time when it is prefigured +.” 
Could it have been believed that thefe Words ſhould immediately 
follow an Argument, whofe Force, that little it has, is founded on 
the Principle, That to prefigure and to inform are Nov different Things? 
Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 614, note. (See Vol. III. p. 372, Ed. gto.) 


+ Conſid. p. 150, 151. 
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But Retroſpects, with bad Reckoners, are troubleſome Things. At 
this Rate, 1 ſhould foon find my Tafk double. I fhall therefore 
take his Accounts as they lie. And if they betray themſelves, 
why fo. He fays then, he does not fee how this CORROBOR AT ES 
* my Senfe, becauſe to prefigure and to inform are different Things.” 
It was that very Difference which made me call it a Corroboration of 
my Senſe. Had there been 29 Difference, I ſnould not have called 
it a Corroboration of my Senſe, but my very Senſe itſelf. As to the 
Obſervation that follows, and the Explanation of it, all he ſays is 
very true. Buta Truth the moſt unlooked for; 1. Becauſe it is a 
Truth I myfelf had much inculcated throughout The Divine Lega- 
tion. 2. Becauſe it is a full Anfwer to all he has himfelf urged 
in the Body of his Pamphlet for a future State’s being known or 
taught to the Fewi/h People. 3. Becauſe (as is hinted at above) 
itis as full an Anfwer to the very Queftion we are upon, viz. 
Whether, according to the common Opinion, the Command was 
given onty to try Abraham; or whether 59th to try and to prefigure, 
&c. Now I was there {peaking of the Command, as given to 
Abraham, Therefore to prefigure could not be one End, becauſe it 
was not to inform. 


XIV. 


But we are yet only in the Skirts of his Argument, on which, 
indeed, I have fat too long. Thus much (fays he) being obſerved 
“ to PREVENT Confufion*.” This puts me in Mind of the Con- 
fable, who being called in to appeafe a Quarrel, firft knocked down 
every one he met; and then ſaid, Thus much to prevent Dif- 
order. For the Reader fees all the Confufion is of his own mak- 
ing; and that, I have Reaſon to fear, will keep riſing by every 
new Ohſer vation. Let us now (fays he) attend to your Argu- 
gument +.” Indeed it is time; and fo, without more Ceremony 


* Confid. p. rt. + Ibid. 
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take it. One of my Proofs againft the common Interpretation was, 
that according to that there was no Reward ſubſequent to the 
Trial. To which he anſwers, But how can you prove that, 
“ according to the common Interpretation, there was no Reward 
* fubfequent to the Trial“? How fhall I be able to pleafe him? 
Before he was offended that I fuppofed the Author of the Book of 
Genefis might omit relating the Mode of a Fact, when he had good 
Reafon + fo to do. Here, becaufe I fuppofe no Fact, from there 
being none recorded, when no Reafon hindered, he is as captious. 
on this Side. How will you prove it? (/ays be). From the Si- 
lence of the Hiftorian, fay I, when nothing hindercd him from 
ſpeaking. Well, but he will thew it fairly recorded in Scripture, 
that there were Rewards fubfequent to the Trial. This, indeed is 
to the Purpofe: ** Abraham (fays be} lived a great many Years 
*¢ after that Tranſaction happened. He lived to diſpoſe of his Son 
s Ifaac in Marriage, and to fee his Seed. He lived to be married 
4 himfelf to another Wife, and to have feveral Children by her; 
ce he had not THEN received all God's Mercies, nor were all God's 
‘¢ Difpenfations towards him at an End; and it is to be remem- 
t bered that it is expreffly faid of Abrabam, Gen. xxiv. 1. (a long 
Time after the Tranſaction in Queſtion) that God had blefed bim in 
“ all Things 1.“ The Queftion here is, of the extraordinary and un- 
common Rewards beftowed by God on Abraham; and he decides 
upon it, by an Enumeration of the ordinary and common. And, 
to fill up the Meafure of thefe Bleſſings, he makes the marrying 
of another Wife one. Though unluckily, this Wife at laft proves 
but a Concubine; as appears plainly from the Place where fhe is 
mentioned. But let me afk him ferioufly ; Could he, indeed, fup- 
pofe me to mean (though he attended not to the Drift of the Ar- 
gument) that God immediately withdrew all his Favours from the 


* Confid. p. 151. 
+ See the Reafon affigned, Dir. Leg. Vol. II. p. 610. [Vol. III. Book VI. § 5.) 
t Confid, p. 157, 152. 
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Father of the Faithful, after the laft great Reward he conferred 
vpon him, though he lived many Years after? I can hardly, I 
confefs, account for this, any otherwife than from a certain Turn 
of Mind which I don't care to give a Name to: But which, the 
Habit of anfwering has made fo common that nobody either mif- 
takes it, or is much fcandalized at it. Though I, for my Part, 
thould efteem a total Ignorance of Letters a much happier Lot than 
fuch a learned Depravity. ‘+ But this is not all,” (/ays be.) No? I 
am forry for it! "Twas enough in Conſeience . What furprizes 
me moft is, that you fhould argue so WEAK Lv, as if the Reward 
“ of good Men had Refpect to this Life only. Be it, that Abrabam 
had received all God's Mercies; and that all God's Diſpenſations 
4 towards him, in this World, were at an End; was there not a 
“ Life yet to come, with Reſpect to which the whole Period 
*¢ of our Exiſtence here is to be confidered as a State of Trial; and 
« where we are all of us to look for that Reward of our Virtues 
« which we very often fail of in this*?” Well, if it was Nor 
ALL, we find, at leaft, twas all of a Piece. For as before he 
would fophiftically obtrude upon us cemmon, for extraordinary Re- 
wards; ſo here, (true to the Genius of his Trade) he puts common 
for extraordinary Trials. ‘The Cafe, to which I applied my Argu- 
ment, was this ;—God, determining to ſelect a chofen People from 
the Loins of Abrabam, would manifeft to the World that this Pa- 
triarch was worthy of the Diſtinction thewn him, by having his 
Faith found ſuperior to the hardeft Trials. In ſpeaking of thefe 
Trials, I faid, that the Command to offer Iſaac was the Jaf. No, 
ss fays the Examiner, that cannot be, for, with Reſpect to a Life to 
s come, the whole Period of our Exiftence here, is to be confidered 
“as a State of Trial.” And fo again, (fays he) with Regard to 
the Reward; which you pretend, in the Order of God's Difpenfa- 
tions, fhould follow the Trial: Why? We are to look after it 
sin another World.”—Holy Scripture records the Hiftory of one, 


* Confid, p. 152. 
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to whom God only promifed (in the clear and obvious Sen fe) 
temporal Bleffings. It records, that thefe temporal Bleſſings 
were difpenfed. One Species of which werc extraordinary Re- 
wards after extraordinary Trials. In the moft extraordinary of 
all, no Reward followed: This was my Difficulty. See here, 
how he has cleared it up.—I would willingly believe the beft : 
Yet the bringing in a future State (no more to clearing up the 
Difficulty than a future Parliament) looks fo very like, what the 
Logicians call, Argumentum ad invidiam, that I don't know whe- 
ther I fhall bring the Reader to believe with me. What fur- 
« prizes me moft (/ays be) is, that you ſhould argue fo weakly.” — 
Weakly, does he fay? Let him fpeak out, and rather fay wickedly ; 
which is indeed what he would have the Reader underftand, though 
in Tendernefs he prefers a fofter Word: For he roundly aſſerts, 
that I have argued as if the Reward of good Men bad refpeé to this 
Life only, I had faid, indeed, frequently faid, that many good 
Men had no Refpect to any other Reward; but that the Reward of 
good Men had ręſpect to this Life only, 1 not only never faid, but 
even abhor the Thoughts of. I muft therefore call upon my Ex- 
aminer, for this FOURTH TIME, to prove that I ever argued 


in that Manner, on Pain of paffing for a Calumniator. 


XV. 


But he feems to be fenfible of his bad Argument; whatever 
might be his Intention in ufing it; and would fave all by ano- 
ther Fetch: For the weakeft are ever moft moft fruitful in Ex- 
pedients. And what (fays be) if, after all this, the Wifdom of 
God ſhould have thought fit, that this very Man, whom he 
had fingled out to be an eminent Example of Piety to all Ge- 
0 nerations, ſhould, at the very Clofe of his Life, give Evidence 
of it, by an Inftance that exceeded all that had gone before: 
“ that he might be a Pattern of patient Suffering, even unto the 
„End? Would there not be Sense in fuch a Suppofition “ 

* Confid. p. 153. 
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In Truth, I doubt not, as he has put it: And I will tell him, 
why. Abraham was not a mere Inflrument to ſtand for an Example 
only, but a moral Agent likewiſe; and to be dealt with as fuch. 
Now, though, as he ftands for an Example, we may admit of as many 
Trials for patient Suffering as our good-natured Examiner thinks 
fitting: yet, as a moral Agent, it is required (as I have prov- 
ed from the Method of God's dealing with his Servants, re- 
corded in facred Hiftory) that each Trial be attended with fome 
Work done, or fome Reward conferred. But thefe two Circumr 
ftances in Abraham's Character, our Examiner perpetually con- 
founds. He fuppofes nothing to be done for Abraham's own Sake ; 
but every Thing for the Example's Sake. Yet, did the good Caufe 
of anfwering require, he could as eaſily fuppofe the contrary. And 
that 1 do him no Wrong, I will here give the Reader a remarkable 
Inſtance of this Dexterity, in the Counter-exercife of his Arms. In 
p. 150, of thefe Confiderations, (be fays) 1 DOES NOT FOLLOW, 
“ that, becaufe a Thing is prefigured, therefore it muft be feen 
% and underftood AT THE TIME when it is prefigured.” Yet in 
the Body of the Pamphlet, p. 112, 113, having another Point to 
puzzle; he fays (on my obſerviug that a future State and Refurrec- 
tion were not national Doctrines till the Time of the Maccabees ) 
“ he knows I will fay they had thefe Doctrines from the Prophets 
“+ vet the Prophets were dead two hundred Years before. But 
if the Prophets were dead, their Writings were extant— And 
& what then? is it LIKELY that the Sons fhould have learnt from 
s the dead Prophets, what the Fathers could not learn from the 
„ Living? — Why could not the Yews learn this Doctrine from 
4 THE VERY FIRST, as well as their Poſterity at the Diſtance 
“ of Ages afterwards.” In tlie firſt Cafe we find he exprefsly fays, 
it does not follow; in the fecond, he as plainly fuppofes, that it 
does. 


XVI. 
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But there are other Objections befides this (le fays) to my 
e Interpretation of the Command: As firft it doth not appear how 
4% Abraham could collect from this Tranſaction, that Cori? was to 
“© be offered up as a Sacrifice. I can eafily underftand that Conver/: 
“ may be maintained by Actions as well as by Words. What you 
‘* have faid upon that Subject, p. 815, Gc. no doubt is very juft ; 
ts and the Inftances you have produced from Scripture, where Ac- 
tions have been ufed as forcfhewing the Determinations of Pro- 
4 vidence, are beyond all Exception. But whereas you have con- 
* fidered the Action of Abraham in offering up his Son as a Cafe 
s parallel to thefe ; it differs from them all in a very material Cir- 
% cumftance, viz. that nothing is here added by Way of Explana- 
tt nation to hew the Import of it. When Zedekiah mad: bim borns 
« of Iron, he faid,—-tnus fhalt thou puſb the Syrians, 1 Kings xxii. 
‘ar. When Feremiub was bid to take a Linen Girdle and bide it 
< in the Hole of a Rock, &c. the Explanation immediately follows :-— 
«c Thus faith the Lord, arter ruis MANNER will I mar the Pride 
“ of Judah, Cc. Yeremiab xiii. 1—9. And fo it is in every Inftance 
© you have produced; which I need not particularly prove becauſe 
% you have confeffed it, p. 609 . And no doubt fuch Explanations, 
“¢ attending the Tranfaction, were always neceflary for the Infor- 
t mation of the Prophet; becaufe though ions are as expreffive 
t of Ideas as Words are; yet it is on Suppofition that there is ei- 
« ther common Ufe, or fpecial Intimation, to determine what Ideas 
s fuch or fuch Actions import; otherwiſe nothing can be under- 
4 ftood. You will not pretend, I fuppofe, that by any common 
« Uſage of thofe Times, this Tranſaction was fignificative of the 
< Sacrifice of Chrif; therefore there muft have been fome /pecia 
« Intimation attending the Tranſaction, and determining it to this 
% Meaning, if it was the Intention of Providence, hereby to give 
* Abraham any fuch Information; of which fpecial Intimation ſince 


Ed. gto, vol. II. p. 405. + Ed. gto. vol. III. p. 392+ 
Kkk 2 nothing 


435 REMARKS ON SEVERAL 


« nothing appears, it can never appear that any fuch Information 
“eus intended. ‘The Prefumption lies the other Way: Becaufe 
44 if any fuch Information 42d been intended; it is natural to think 
« that the Explanation would have been recorded with the Tranſ- 
*¢ aétion, as it is in all other fuch like Cafes v.“ This, indeed, 
ftands unequalled, even by himfelf. In The Divine Legation, I had 
fhewn the Nature of this fignificative Action here command:d;—I 
had fhewn how it agreed, and how it differed, from others of the fame 
Kind—I had thewn how Abraham muft neceſſarily underftand the 
Import of it. Yet here, the Examiner comes over me with an Ob- 
jection, that implies a profound Ignorance of every thing I had faid. 
I would fain inftru& him; but if he chufes rather to be thamed ; 
why, every Man to his Tafte. He fays, I confider the Information 
by Action in the cafe of Abraham as parallel to the Information given 
to, or by the Prophets Zedekiab and Jeremiah, for the Inſtruction 
of the People: Whereas it differs from them in a very material 
Circumſtance; namely, that nothing is here added by Way of 
% Explanation, to fhew the Import of it.” Hear, now, whether I 
contider it as parallel or different—having ſpoken of thofe ſignifica- 
tive Actions done by the Prophets, at God's Command, for the 
People’s Information, I goon thus, By thefe Actions the Prophets in- 
ſtructed the People in the Will of God—but where God rEACHES 
THE PROPHET, and, in Compliance to the Cuflom of that Time, con- 
defcends ta the fame Mode of Infirudtion, then the fignificative Ac- 
tion is generally changed into a Vifion, either natural or extraordi- 
nary-—I fay generally, but not always. Sometimes, though the In- 
Sormation was only for the Prophet, God would SET HIM UPON an 
exprefive Action. whofe obvious Meaning conveyed the Intelligence 
propaſed or fought +. I therefore call upon him here again, the 
FIFTH TIVE, to prove that I confidered them as parallel; or 
elfe to make his Retractation. He fays, he fuppofes, I will not 
1 pretend that, by any common Ufage of thofe Times, this Trauſ- 
* Confid. p. 153; 154. 
+ Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 83, 84. (Vol. II. p. 406, 407, ed. 4to.] 
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action was fignificative of the Sacrifice of Chrif.” All that I 
pretended to, I delivered in very plain Terms, in the following 
Manner. From the View given of Abraham's Hifory, we fee, bow 
all God's Revelations to bim, to this laft (of the Command] ultimately 
relate to that nyſtie fundamental Promife, made to him on bis firf Vo- 
cation, that in him thould all Families of the Earth be blefled. God 
opens the Scheme of bis Difpenfations, by exact and regular Step: 
We fee, throughout, a gradual Opening and fit Preparation for fome 
Further Revelation, which—could be no other than that of the Redemp- 
tion—the Completion of the Whole Gad: Oeconomy— Bui the only 
remaining one recorded. is the Command to offer Iſaac.— Now the 
Happinefs or Redemption of Mankind, promifed to come through Abra- 
ham, could not but make him more and more inquifitive into the Man- 
ner of its being brought about, in Proportion as be found himſelf to be 
more and more perfonally concerned, as the Inflrument of fo great a 
Blefing.—We have foewn it to be the Cuſtom of Antiquity to inflruct 
by Actions as well as Words—that God bimſelſ, in Compliance to a ge- 
neral Cuſtom, ufed this Way of Information.—Nothing could be con- 
ceived more appofite to convey the Information than this very Action; 
ABRAHAM DESIRED EARNESTLY to be Jet into the Mrſtery of the 
Redemption, and God, to inſtruct him—faid, Take now thy Son, 
Sc. The Duration of the Action was the fame as between Chriſt's 
Death and Refurreétion, &c *.—Could Abrabam now, after this, 
be any more in Doubt, that this Command was to prefigure the 
Sacrifice of Chrif; than Ezekiel, that what he faw in the Chambers 
of Imagery was to reprefent the Idolatries of his Countrymen ? But 
our Examiner artfully concealed, that I had, all along, fuppofed 
from the Proofs given, that this Kevclation was ‘ made at Abra- 
% hams earnet Requeft:” And then aſks, Whether by any 
“common Ufage this Tranſaction was fignificative of the Sacrifice 
s of Chrif.” If not, he fays, there muft have been fome fpecial 
«“ Intimation determining it to this Mearing : Of which, fince no- 
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thing appears, it can never appear that any fuch Information 
“ was intended. The Prefumption lies the other Way, becauſe if 
* any fuch Intimation had been intended, it is natural to think, the 
“ Explanation would have been recorded with the Tranſaction, as 
% it is in aLL other fuch like Cafes.” Here again, he honeftly 
conceals from his Reader, that I had given two Reafons, why the 
Explanation was not recorded. The one arifing from this Species 
of Information ; the other, from the Nature of the Thing informed 
of. The firft was, that the Narrative of fuch a Converfe by Aclion 
was not, in its Nature, fo intelligible or obvious, as that where God is 
Mewn converfing by Action to the Prophets, in the feveral Inflances - 
before given, And the Reafon is this: Thofe Informations, as thev 
are given to the Prophets for the Inſtruction of the People, bave, necef 
Jarily, in the Courfe of the Hiflory, their Explanations annexed. But 
the Information to Abraham being folely for bis own Ufe, there was 
no Room for that formal Explanation; which made the commanded 
Addions, performed by the Prophets, fo clear and intelligible*, Aud, 
to illuftrate the Truth of the Obtervaticn, I gave an Example, in 
the Relation of Jacod's wrefling with the Angel. Which (like this 
of the Command) was an Information by Aion, for Jacob's fole 
Ufe: And therefore has the fame Obſcurity, as not having its Ex- 
planation annexed. 1 have fhewn what that Information was. And 
will he fy, becaufe the Explanation was not recorded, that this 
was the Hiftory of a fimple Wreflling, as that was of a commanded 
human Sacrifice? Or will he rather chufe to retract what he bad 
Said, that where it is an Information by Action, the Explanation is 
always recorded in fuch like Cafes? 

The fecond Reaton I gave why the Explanation was not recorded, 
aroſe from the Nature of the Thing informed of. The Knowledge of 
God's future Difpenfation, in the Redemption of Mankind, by the Death 
of bis Son, revealed as a fingular Favour to the Father of the Faithful, 
was (fay I) what could, by no Means, be communicated to the Hebrew 


..” Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 611. [Vol. III. p. 392, ed. 4to.} 
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People, when Mofes wrcte bis Hiflory for their Ufe; becaufe they being 
then to continue long under a carnal Oeconomy, this Knowledge of 
the End of the Law would Lave greatly indiſpꝛſed them to that Dij- 
penfation with which God, in bis infinite Wifdem, thought fit to exe 
erciſe them v.“ 


XVII. 


But he has learnt his Trade for nothing. Catch an Anfwerer 
without his Salvo if you can. You may truft him to take Care 
that it fhall never be faid, he had paſſed over, in abfolute Silence, 
the Anfwer given above; he therefore fubjoins—* To this you re- 
“ ply, that the Information to Abraham being folely for bis own 
“s Ufe, and which could, by no Means, be communicated to the lle- 
brew People when Mofes wrote bis Hiftory ; there was no room for 
the formal Explanation which made the commanded Actions per- 
«s formed by the Prophets fo clear and intelligible +." To this (fays 
% be) you reply.” To what? To his Objections againſt my In- 
terpretation ; which are thefe— That nothing is added by way of 
* Explanation—that this Tranſaction was not, by any common 
„ Ufage of thofe Times, fignificative of the Sacrifice of Chrj?— 
„that if any fuch Information had been intended, it is natural to 
„think that the Explanation would have been recorded with the 
“ Tranfaction.”—Had he given but a common Attention to what I 
wrote, he would have feen, that the Anfwer, he here quotes from 
me, was a Reply to quite a diferent Thing; namely, Vhy the facred 
Writer did not, for the I. formation of the Jewith Church, give an Ex- 
planation of the fignificative Aétion. In the mean Time, the Reply I 
made to his three Objections, he ſtill referves in profound Silence. 
I have quoted it above, and it is in Subftance this, Thar where the 
commanded Action is for the Information of the Prophet only, there no 


Div. Leg. Vol. II. p. 610. [ Vol. III. p. 391, ed. 4to.] 
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Explanation accompanies it.— That the Command being given at Abra- 
ham's carnet Requeſt to be further acquainted with the Myftery of 
the Redemption, be muf needs fee (though the Tranſaction was not, by 
any common Ulage of thofe Times, fignificative of the Sacrifice of 
Chrif) the true and real Import of it.—1 had faid, that our Examiner 
could not have been thus grofly miftaken had he given a common 
Attention to what he faw written. But the Reader may have Rea- 
fon to ſuſpect ſomething worfe, when he obferves, that, in quoting 
this, which he calls my Reply, he makes me fay, that, as the 
Information was given folely for Abraban's Ufe, there was no 
Room for that formal Explanation, wHICH MADE THE COM- 
% MANDED ACTIONS PERFORMED BY THE PROPHETS SO CLEAR 
„% AND INTELLIGIBLE.” Words fo devoid of all Purpoſe, to the 
Argument he pretends I was there upon, that, had I ufed them, or 
any other like them, I thould have been afhamed, after fuch Imper- 
tinence, to have appeared again in Print: Yet we find they were to 
our Examiner’s Purpofe to beftow upon me; in order to perfuade 
the Reader, that this was really a Reply to his Objections. 

But be the Reply what you pleafe, if it will but give him an 
Opportunity to anfwer, to examine, to force a Trade, it is enough 
for him. He goes on, therefore, in this Manner, But this which 
46 you offer, as a Solution of the Difficulty, is, WITH ME, A NEW 
„ OBJECTION.” See here now, do I belye the Man .. For if the 
„Knowledge of Cérif’s Sacrifice was not to be communicated; to 
% what Purpofe was it clearly revealed to Abrabam? You fay, 
“ that the Yews, being to continue long under a carnal Occonomy ; 
“ this Knowledge—would bave greatly indifpofed them to this Dif- 
sc penfation. But why was it then communicated to Abraham? 
% For bis fole Ufe*, you ſay. — Here he afks me a Queftion, then 
quotes my Anfwer to it: And, not liking that, afks the Queftion 
over again; and then makes an Anfwer for it himfelf, which, he 
thought, he could manage better. For let the Reader take Notice, 

* Confid. p. 155. 
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that the laft Anfwer is not mine. I had talked very impertinently 
indeed, had I given it asa Reafon why the Revelation was made to 
Abrabam, and not given to the ews, that it was for Abraham's 
Jole Ufe. I had proved, indecd, from Tab, that it was for bis fole 
Uje: But the Reafon I gave, for its not being communicated, was 
the unfit Circumftances and Difpofition of the Jewiſb People to 
receive it. But what then? this which he calls the Anfwer does 
its Buſineſs; as that which he called the Reply had done before it: 
and ferves him fora Handle toa New OBJECTION. 

And thus he proceeds. What Ufe? Will you be pleafed to tell 
„us? Was there any good Ufe that Abraham could make of this 
„Knowledge, which the reft of the People of God might not have 
t made of it as well as he? Or if it was unfit for every Body elfe, 
vas it not unfit for Abraham too : Amazing! Had not I given 
it as the Reafon why it could not be communicated to the Fewi/h 
People, that they were to continue long under a burthenfome carnal 
Occonomy ; which, this Knowledge would have tempted them to 
throw off before the appointed Time? And did this Reafon extend to 
Abraham, who was never under that Oeconomy ? 


XVII. 


But he goes on“ In fhort, Sir, I do not underſtand this Doc- 
„ trine (with which your whole Work much abounds) of revealing 
Things clearly to Patriarchs, and Prophets, and Leaders, as a 
« fpecial Favour to themſelves; but to be kept as a Secret from the 
“ reft of Mankind.”—It is but too plain (as he fays) he does not 
«s underftand it:“ For which I can give no better Reafon than its 
being Scripture-Doé?rine; and not that of Sums and Syfiems. Yet 
what he cannot undenſtand, his Client Biſhop Ball could, how- 
ever: who (as he himfelf informs us) aflerts, ‘that there were 
Arcana in the Jeuiſh Theology, and confequently a twofold 
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manner of teaching amongſt them; one fuited to vulgar Appre- 
„ henſions; the other to thofe who had made fome Proficiency in 
** Knowledge.” Exam. of Mr. W's fecond Propofition, p. 125. So 
that I aſcribe this rather to a want of Memory than want of Under- 
Aanding. 
] have been uſed (fays be) to conſider Perſons under this Cha- 
“ racter, as appointed, not for themfelves, but for others; and 
* therefore to conclude that WIIATEVER was clearly revealed to 
** them, concerning God's Diſpenſations, was fo revealed, in order 
„to be communicated to others“. This is the old hacknied 
Sophiſm; that, becaufe Perfons act and are employed for others; 
therefore they do nothing, or that nothing is done for thcmfelves. 
When God faid, Shall I bide from Abraham that Thing which Ide? 
was not this faid to, and for himfelf? But he finks and flounders 
unders this falfe Bottom, That whatever was clearly r vealed to tlie 
Prophets, was fo revealed, in order to be communicated to others. 
Here then a little Scripture-Doéfrine will do him no Harm. Did 
Mofes (and this is a Cafe in Point) communicate all he knew to 
the Jews, concerning the Cérifian Difpenfation; which the Author 
of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews tells us was clearly revealed to him in 
the Mount ?—Priefs (fays he) that ofer Gifts according to the Law, 
who ferve unto the Example and Shadow of heavenly Things, as Mofes 
was admoniſbed of God when be was about to make the Tabernacle +. 
Again, we find that Ezekiel, on his being called upon his Miſſion, 
faw, what the Author of Ecclus calls the glorious Vifion; and had 
(as appears from the Allegory of the Roll of a Book) a full Inter- 
pretation thereof. Yet, notwithftanding all his Illumination, he 
was directed by God to fpeak fo obſcurely to the People, that he at 
length found Cauſe to complain, Ab, Lord, they fay of me, Doth be 
not fpeak Parables $? And now let him 4ſt the Prophets with the 
fame Pertnefs he is accuftomed to examine me, Was there any good 
Ufe you could make of your Knowledge, that the People of God might 
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not have made of it as well as you ?—But the fame Difpenfation is 
alluded to, and continued, under the Kingdom of Cbri—And his 
Ditciples afked him faying, What might this Parable be? And he 
faid, Unto you it is given to know the Myfleries of the Kingdom of God: 
But to others, in Parables; that feeing they might not fee, and bear- 
ing they might not underfland*. And now, Reader, fhall I claim 
his Premife? If you can thew (ays be) that I am miftaken in 
this, pray do it, and I fhall be obliged to you +.” For, you fee, 
I have taken him at his Word. And "twas well I did; for it was 
no fooner out of his Mouth, than, as if he had repented (not of his 
Candour, but his Confidence) he immediately cries, Hold—and 
tells me I might have ſpared myſelf in afking another Queftion, 
** Why, if Revelations cannot be clearly recorded, are they recorded at 
all 1. But, great Defender of the Fait.— / the ancient Jewith Church! 
I afked that very Queftion, becaufe the Anfwer to it ſhews how 
much you are miflaken; as the intelligent Reader, by this Time, 
eafily perceives. But why does he fay I might have ſpared that 
Queflion? becaufe, if a Revelation is not clearly given, it cannot 
4 be clearly recorded §.” Did I fay it could? Or will he fay, that 
there are no Reaſons why a Revelation, that is clearly given, ſhould 
be obfcurely recorded? To what Purpofe then, was the Obferva- 
tion made? Made! why to introduce another. For, with our 
equivocal Examiner, the Corruption of Argument is the Generation of 
Obfervation.—** And yet (Jays he) as you intimate, there may be 
& Reafons why an onscuxR RRVELATIOx fhould be recorded, to 
s wit, for the Inſtruction of future Ages, when the Obfcurity being 
4 cleared up by the Event, it ſhall appear, that it was forefeen and 
s fore-ordained in the Knowledge and Appointment of God |j.” 
What I intimated, was not concerning an obfcure Revelation, but 
a Revelation obfcurely recorded. Thefe are two very different Things, 
as appears from hence, that the latter may be a clear Revelation, the 
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Word being relative to him to whom the Revelation was made ; 
but this is a Peccadillo only. Ilowever, he approves the Reafon of 
recording; for that, thereby, it ſhall appear, that rr was fore- 
« feen and forcordained by God.” Ir—what? the obfcure Revela- , 
tion, according to grammatical Conſtruction: But, in his Engli, 
I fuppofe, ir ftands for the Fact revealed. Well then; from the 
recording of an obfcure Revelation, he fays it will appear, when 
the foretold Fact happens, that it was forefeen and preordained by 
God. This too he tells the Reader 1 intimated; but, it the Reader 
will take my Word, I never intimated any thing fo foolith. For 
every Fact, whether prefigured and foretold, or not prefigured and 
foretold, muft needs have been forefeen and preordained by God. 
Now, whether we are to attribute this to Exeéine/s, or to Inaccu- 
racy of Expreſſion, is hard to fay. If to the former, it is to be 
confidered as one of his Arts, to get to a Confequence which he 
immediately afterwards endeavours to deduce from it; which is, 
“ that, as well on his Senfe of the Command, as on mine, a De- 
s pendency between the two Difpenfations may be deduced.” And 
it iscertain, that if that Dependency arifes from God’s Foreknow- 
ledge of the Fact, he is much in the right; but that will be feen 
by and by. On the other hand, if it be an Inaccuracy, as I am 
rather inclined to think; then it is plain he muft mean jomething 
elſe; and that fomething might, perhaps, be this; that, from fuch 
a Record, a real Connexion might be proved between the Old and 
New Teftament, arifing from the Evipence that God, in this 
commanded Action, did INT END to prefigure the Sacrifice of Chrif. 
—Juft before, he had faid, he defired not to be miftaken . But 
this, let me tell him, is an unreafonable Requeſt, unlefs he defired 
too to be under ſtood. And that he defires not this, is evident from 
his perpetual Equivocations. However, we prefume, we have here: 
infinuated ourfelves into his Meaning. But if the Reader now 
fhould atk how this makes for the point to be proved, namely, that 
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+ I might have {pared myfelf in atking the Queftion, Why, if Reve- 
„ /ations cannot be clearly recorded, are they recorded at all!?“ I mutt 
tell bim, and let him not be furprifed, that it was not defigned to 
have any thing to do with the Point to be proved, at all; but only 
to produce or give Birth to another OpseRvATION; begot, as he 
well expreſſes it, vron the foregoing putrid Argumentation.— 
„ Upon this Principle (/ays be) you mutt give me leave to onsRRVE, 
* that the Tranſaction in Queftion will have the fame Efficacy to 
“ thew the Dependency between the two Difpenfations. Whether 
% Abrabam had thereby any Information of the Sacrifice of Cory? or 
„not“. This, indeed, is faying fomething. And, could he 
prove it, would be depriving my Interpretation of one of its prin- 
cipal Ufes. Let us fee then how he goes about it. For this 
does not arife from Abrahams KNOWLEDGE, or any body's 
„ KNOWLEDGE, at the Time when the Tranſaction happened, but 
« from the Similitude and Correfpondency between the Event and 
“ the Tranſaction, by which it was prefigured; which is exactly 
« the fame upon either Suppofition +.” To this I anfwer and fay, 
1. That I myfelf never fuppofed that the Dependency between the 
two Diſpenſations did . arife from Abraham's Knowledge, or any 
“ body’s Knowledge,” at that or any other Time; but from Gop’s 
INTENTION that this commanded Action ſhould import or repreſent 
the Sacrifice of Chrif : And then comes in the Queftion whether 
that Intention be beft difcovered from God’s Declaration of it to 
Abrabam, or from a Similitude and Correfpondency between this 
commanded Action and the Sacrifice of Chrif. Therefore, 2. lan- 
ſwer and fay, that a Simi.itupe and CCRRESPONDENCY between 
the Event and the Tranſaction which prefigured it, is not enough to 
fhew this Derennency to the Satisfaction of Unbelievers: Who 
fay, that a Likenefs between two Things of the fame Nature ; fuch 
as the offering up two Men to Death, though in different Ways, 
and tranſacted in two very diftant Periods, is not fufficient alone to 
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fhew that they had any Relation to one another . With the fame 
~ Reaton they will fay, you might pretend that Fephtha’s Daughter, 
or the King of Moab's Son, whom the Father ſacrificed on the 
Wall +, were the Types of Cérif’s Sacrifice. Give us, fay they, a 
Bible-Proof that God declared or revealed his Intention of prefigur- 
ing the Death of Jeſus; or fome better Authority at leaſt than a 
modern Typifier, who deals only in Similitudes and Corre/pondences. 
Now whether it be our Examiner, or I, who have given them this 
Satisfaction, or whether they have any Reafon to require it of us, is 
lett to the impartial Reader to confider. 


XIX. 


We now come to the UTILITY of my Interpretation of the 
Command, having got through all his Objeftions to its Truru. 
And here, the fame Civility and Candour which fo polithed and 
enlivened the foregoing Part, fhine out again, in the very firft Words 
of this. And now, Sir (fays be) give me Leave to afk, what 
Service have you done to Religion by your Interpretation? We 
“¢ were prepared for it, p. 84. by an Intimation that ſomething was 
* to arife from it to the Confufion of Infidelity: As how? why firſt, 
4 as by your Manner of explaining this Tranſaction of Abrabam, you 
«s fhould illuftrate God's Truth by the nobleft Inflance that ever was 
“ given of the Harmony between the Old and New Teflament.” And 
adly, ‘as by its Aid you ſbould be enabled to give the true Solution of 
4 thofe inexplicable Difficulties which have been fo long the Stumbling. - 
s Block of Infidelity }.” 

And now he addreſſes himſelf to thew, that my Interpretation 
has neither of thefe Advantages. «< Firft, as to the Harmony (be 
Says) * he has juft above thewn that the Tranſaction will be equally 
** prophetic of Cérif’s Sacrifice, whether my Interpretation be ad- 
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“ mitted or not .“ He hath fhewn it indeed! as the Jriſiman 
fhewed his. And it is frefh in the Reader's Memory. Come 
we, then, to the fecond. . As tothe ſccond (fays be) the Dificul- 
s ties which have been fo long the Stumbling-block of Infidelity, 
„ which upon the Foot of the common Interpretation you call in- 
<s fupe: able; I greatly marvel that you ſhould call them fo, when 
vou acknowledge, in the very fame Page, that the Arguments 
* hitherto brought to fupport the Hiftory of this Command are of great 
“ Weight and Validity t” He marvels! Why let him marvel. 
I fuppofe he never heard that there are infuperable Difficulties even to 
{fome demonſtrable Propofitions. But he, of all Men, fhould have 
accepted my Conceffion upon fair Terms, fince it was made to 
humour Divines like himfelf; who think it enough for Religion if 
the Objections to it be, as he warily expreſſes it, GUARDED 
AGAINST f: Which, God knows! they often are, by Arguments 
of no great Weight or Validity. 


XX. 

However (/ays be) whether you had owned this or not, I 
6 SHOULD HAVE TAKEN UPON MYSELF THE Proor that theſe in- 
« fuperable Difficulties may be very cfe&tually and fubftantially re- 
moved, without borrowing any Aid from your Interpretation. 
s: The Subftance of the Objection to the hiftoric Truth of this Re- 
*¢ lation, as collected by yourfelf, p. 614 §, is this, That God could 
* never give Juch a Command to Abraham, becaufe it would throw 
s im into inextricable Doubts concerning the Author of it ; as whether 
** it proceeded from a good or evil Being—{becaufe| it would miflead 
Fim in bis Notions of the Divine Attributes, and of the fundamental 
s Principles of Morality, For though the revoking the Command pre- 
* vented the Homicide ; yet the Aélion being commanded, and, at the 
s Revecation, not condemned; Abraham and bis Family muf needs 
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have thought buman Sacrifices grateful to the Almighty. For afim- 
fle reveking was no Condemnation; but would be more naturally 
** efleemed a peculiar Indulgence for ready Obedience. Thus the Pagan 
Fable of Diana's fubtituting a Hind in the Place of Iphigenia, did 
% not make Idolaters believe that fhe therefore abborred human Sacri- 
s fices, they having before been perfuaded of the contrary*.” The 
Objection, the Reader fees, confifts of two Parts: The one, that 
Abrabam muft doubt of the Author of the Command: The other, 
that he would be mifled concerning his Attributes; or in the Grate- 
fulneſs of human Sacrifices to him. 

To the frf, our Examiner anſwers +, partly from what I myfelf 
had obferved might be urged by Believers, as of great Weight and 
Validity, and partly from what he had picked up elfewhere. But 
here I thall avoid imitating his Example, in endeavouring to thew 
the Invalidity of Arguments profeſſedly brought in Support of Re- 
ligion : An Employment by no Means becoming a Chriftian Divine. 
If they have any weak Parts, I fhall leave them to Unbelievers to 
find out. 1 have the more Reafon too to truft them to thcir own 
Weight, both as they are none of his, with whom only I have 
here to do, and as I have acknowledged their Validity. All 1 ſhall 
obferve is, that, as I had made that Acknowledgment, I fee not 
to what End they are urged againft me; unlefs it were to entertain 
us with his Common-Place: Which I ſhould have received in Si- 
lence, had he not affected to introduce it with fo much Pomp—— 
„Whether you had owned this or not (/ays be) I ſhould have taken 
„ upon myfelf the Proof.” Whereas, all that he has taken is the 
Property of others: Made his own, indeed, by a weak and an im- 
perfect Reprefentation. 

But now he comes to the fecond Part of the Objeftion. * As to 
10 the latter Part of the Objection (/ays be) that from this Com- 
mand, Abrabam and his Family muft needs have thought hu- 
1 man Sacrifices acceptable to God; the revoking the Command at 
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ts laft, was a fufficient Guard againft any fuch Conſtruction. To 
4 this you make the Unbeliever anfwer: No; becaufe the Action 
„ having been commanded ought to have been condemned; and a 
«s fimple Revocation was no Condemnation. But why was not the 
« Revocation of the Command, in this Cafe, a Condemnation of 
the Action? If I ſhould tempt you to go. and kill your next 
ss Neighbour, and afterwards come and defire you not to do it; 
s would not this Aſter- declaration be as good an Evidence of my 
6 Diflike to the Action, as the firft was of my Approbation of it? 
« Yes, and a much better, as it may be prefumed to have been the 
** Refult of maturer Deliberation. Now though Deliberation and 
“6 After-thought are not incident to God; yet as God in this Cafe 
** condefcended (as you fay, and very truly) to act after the Man- 
ner of Men; the fame Conſtruction ſhould be put upon his Actions, 
% as are ufually put upon the Actions of Men in like Cafes*.” 
Now, though, as was faid above, I would pay all decent Regard 
and Reference that becomes a Friend of Revelation, to the common 
Arguments of others in its Defence, yet I muft not betray my own. 
I confeſſed they had great [eight and Validity; yet, at the fame 
Time, I afferted, they were attended with infuperable Difficulties. 
And while I fo think, I muft beg Leave to inforce my Reafons for 
this Opinion. And, I hope, without Offence; as the Arguments, 
I am now about to examine, are purely this Writer’s own. And 
the Reader has, by this Time, feen too much of him to be appre- 
henfive, that the leſſening his Authority will be attended with any 
great Differvice to Religion. 

I had obferved, that the Reafonings of Unbelievers on this Cafe, 
as it is commonly explained, were not devoid of all Plauſibility, 
when they proceeded thus—That as Abrabam lived amongſt Hea- 
thens, whofe higheft Act of Divine Worſhip was Human Sacrifice ; 
if God had commanded that A&t, and, on the point of Perfor- 
mance, only remitted ic as a Favour (and fo it is reprefented) ; 
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without declaring the Iniquity of the Pradice, when addreffed to 
Wols; or his Abhorrence of it, when direéted to himfelf; the Fa- 
mily muft have been mifled in their Ideas concerning the moral 
Re&titude of that Species of Religious Worſhip: Therefore, God, 
in thefe Circumſtances, had he commanded the Action as a Trial 
only, would have explicitly condemned that Mode as immoral. But 
He is not repreſented as condemning, but as remitting it in Faveur : 
Confequently, fay the Unbelievers, God did not command the 
Action at all.—Now what fays our Examiner, in aa/wer to all this? 
He ſays,— But why? Was not the Revocation of the Command 
*¢ a Condemnation of the Action? If! ſhould tempt you to go and 
kill your next Neighbour, and afterwards come and DESIRE you 
„ not to do it, would not this After-declaration be as good an Evi- 
« dence of my Diflike to the Action, as the firft was of my Appro- 
** bation of it?” To this I reply; That the Cafes are, by no 
means, parallel; either in themſelves, or in their Circumftances : 
iſt, Not in themfelves. The Murder of our next Neighbour was, 
amongſt all the Gentiles of that time, efteemed a. high Immorality ; 
but, on the contrary, human Sacrifices a very holy and acceptable 
Part of Divine Worſhip. 2dly, Not in their Grcumſtances. The 
Defire to forbear the Murder tempted to is (in the Cafe be puts) 
repreſented as Repentance: Whereas the Stop put to the Sacrifice of 
Ifaac is (in the Cafe Mofes puts) reprefented as Favour. 

But what follows I could with (for the Honour of modern The- 
ology) that the Method I have obferved would have permitted me 
to pafs over in Silence. Now, though Deliberation and After- 
“thought (/ays be) are not incident to God, yet, as God, in this 
s Cafe, condefcended (as you fay, and very truly) to act after the 
‘Manner of Men; the fame Conftruction fhould be put upon 
“ his Actions, as are ufually put upon the Actions of Men in like 
1 Cafest:” i. e. though Deliberation aud After-thought are not inci- 
dent to God; yet you are to underftand his Aétions, as if they 
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were incident. A horrid Interpretation! And yet his Reprefenta- 
tion of the Command and his decent Illuſtration of it, by a Mur- 
derer in Intention, will not fuffer us to interpret it in any other 
Manner. For God, as if in Hafte, and before due Deliberation, is 
reprefented as commanding an immoral Action; yet again, as it 
were by an After-thought, ordering it to be foreborn, by reafon of 
its Immorality. And in what is all this impious Jargon founded ? 
If you will believe our Examiner; on the Principle I laid down, 
That Ged condefeends to act after rhe Manner of Men. I have all 
along had Occafion to complain of his mifreprefenting my Princi- 
ples. But they were Principles he difiked. And this the modern 
Management of Controverfy has fanétified. But here, though the 
Principle be approved, he yet cannot forbear mifreprefenting it. So 
bad a Thing is an evil Habit. Let me tell him therefore, that by 
the Principle of God's condeſcending to act after the Manner of Men, 
is not meant, that he ever acts in Compliance to thofe Vices and 
Superftitions, which arife from the Depravity of human Wi]: But 
in Conformity only to Men’s indifferent Manners and Cuftoms; 
and to thofe Ufages which refult only from the finite Imperfections 
of their Nature. Thus though, as in the Cafe before us, God was 
pleafed, in Couformity to their Mode of Information, to ufe their 
Cuftom of revoking a Command; yet he never condefcended to 
imitate (as our Examiner fuppofes) the Irrefolution, the Repen- 
tance, and Horrors of Confcience of a Murderer in Intention. 
Which (gracious Heaven !) is the Parallel this Divine brings to 
illuftrate the Command to Abraham. But he had read that God is 
fometimes faid to repent; and he thought, I fuppofe, it anfwered 
to that Repentance which the Stings of Confcience fometimes pro- 
duce in bad Men. Whereas it is faid, in Conformity to a good 
Magiftrate’s or Parent’s Correction of Vice, firft to threaten Punith- 
ment; aud then, on the Offender’s Amendment, to remit it. 
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XXI. 


But he goes on without any Signs of Remorſe. Nor will the 
“ Pagan Fable of Diana's fubftituting a Hind in the Place of phige- 
“ nia at all help your Unbeliever. This did not, fay they, or 
% you FOR THEM, make Idolaters believe that fhe therefore ab- 
** horred human Sacrifices. But do not they themſelves, or have 
not you aſſigned a very proper and fufficient Reafon why it did, 
4 viz, that they had been before perfuaded of the contrary? Where 
„ human Sacrifices make a Part of the fettled ſtanding Religion; 
«s the Refufal to accept a human Sacrifice in one Inftance may, 
indeed, be rather looked upon as a particular Indulgence, than as 
a Declaration againft the Thing in groſs. But where the Thing 
*¢ was commanded but in one ſingle Inſtance, and the Command 
«s revoked in that very Inſtance (which is our prefent Cafe), 
s fuch Revocation in all reaſonable Conſtruction is as effectual a 
« Condemnation of the Thing, as if God had told Abrabam, in fo 
% many Words, that he delighted not in human Sacrifices *.” To 
come to our Examiner's half. buried Senſe, we are often obliged to 
remove, or at leaft to fift well, the Rubbith of his Words. He fays, 
the Revocation was an effectual Condemnation. This may either fig- 
nify, that Men now free from the Prejudices of Pagan Superftition 
may fee that human Sacrifices were condemned by the Revocation 
of the Command: Or, that Aörabam's Family could fee this. In 
the firſt Senfe, I have nothing to do with his Propoſition; and ia 
the fecond, 1 ſhall take the liberty to deny it was an gfectual Con- 
demnation. With how good Reafon let the Reader judge. 

Abrabam, for the great Ends of God’s Providence, was called out 
of an idolatrous City, infected, as all fuch Cities then were, with 
this horrid Superſtition. He was himfelf an Idolater, as appears 
from the Words of Yofhua—Your Fathers dwelt on the other fide of 
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the Flood in old Time, even Terah the Father of Abraham, and the 
Father of Nachor: and Tunex ſerved oth:r Gods. And I tock your 
Father Abraham *, Cc. God, in the Act of calling him, inſtructed 
him in the Unity of his Nature, and the Error of Polytheifm: as 
the great Principle, for the fake of which (and to preferve it in one 
Family amidft an univerfal Overflow of Idolatry) he was called out. 
That he muft be prejudiced in favour of his Country Superſtitions, 
is not to be doubted; becaufe it is of human Nature itſelf to Le 
fo: And yet we find no particular Inſtruction given him, concern- 
ing the Superftition in queſtion. Further, the noble Author of the 
Charatterifics obferves, that · it appears that he was under no exe 
+ treme Surprife on this trying Revelation; nor did he think of ex- 
*¢ poftulating in the leaſt on this occafion; when at another time 
he could be fo importunate for the Pardon of an inhofpitable, 
** murderous, impious, and inceftuous City T.“ Infinuating here- 
by, that this kind of Sacrifice was a thing he had been accuftomed 
to: Now the noble Author obſerves this, upon the Examiner's, that 
is, the common Interpretation. And I believe, on that footing, he, 
or a better Writer, would find it difficult to enervate the Obſerva- 
tion. Whereas I bave fhewn (in the Place from whence I have 
here quoted it) that it falls together with sbat Interpretation. 
Well; Abrabam is now in the Land of Canaan; and again fur- 
rounded with the fame idolatrous and inhumane Sacrificers. Here 
he receives the Command: And, on the point of Performance, has 
it countermanded as a Favour. A Circumftance, in the Revoca- 
tion, which I muft beg the Examiner's leave to inſiſt upon; efpe- 
cially when I find him fo flippery as, at every turn, to forget it; 
that is, to pafs it over in filence, without either owning or denying, 
As indeed, the little Support his general Argument has, in any 
place, is only by keeping Truth out of fight. But further, the 
Favour was unaccompanied with any luſtruction concerning the 


* Joh. xxiv. 2, 3. f 
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moral Nature of this kind of Sacrifice; a Practice never pofitively 
forbidden but by the Law of Mofes. Now, in this cafe, I would 
alk any candid Reader, the leaft acquainted with human Nature, 
whether Abrabam and his Family, prejudiced as they were in favour 
of human Sacrifices; (the one, by his Education in his Country 
Religion; the other, by their Communication with their Pagan 
Neighbours, and, as appears by Scripture, but too apt to fall into 
Idolatry) would not be naturally tempted to think as favourably of 
human Sacriſices as thoſe Pagans were, who underſtood that Dianu 
required Iphigenia; though the accepred a Hind in her ſtead. And 
avith fuch Readers, I, finally, leave it. 


XXII. 


Our Examiner having now thewn, firt, That my Interpretation 
is not founded in Truth. Secondly, That it is productive of no 
Utility: He comes, in good time, to the third and laft Part of his 
Herculean Labour, to thew, that it makes matters worfe than I found 
them: Which, in other Words, we thall find, will amount to this 
—That the common Interpretation agrees with bis Syſtem; but that 
mine does not: which Syfem, by the known Courtefy of Controverfy, 
you are to permit him to call the Word of God. 

This, Sir (/ays be) is the Subftance of what has been or may 
“ be offered, in Anfwer to the Objections propounded upon the 
common foot of Interpretation. Let us now fee what your In- 
** terpretation affords that is better. You fay then; That the Com- 
% mand could occafion no Miftakes concerning the divine Attributes, be- 
s caufe it was only the Conveyance of an Information by Action inflead 
** of Words; in Conformity to the common Mode of converfing in early 
Times. This Aion therefore being mere Scenery, and, like Words, 
only of arbitrary Signification; it bad no moral Import; but the 
** Formality of that Action, which bas no moral Import, is feen no 
<< vay to affect the moral Character of the Autbor.—All this, Sir, is 

s admitted.” 
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s admitted.” Very well, proceed. ‘In your way of reckoning, 
« the Command had no moral Import; for nothing was intended 
« tobe done to Abrabam’s Hurt or Prejudice; who, as you tell us, 
“ very well underflood—how the ſcenical Reprefentation was to en; 
sc and muſt needs conclude—either that God would ft.p bis Hand when 
% be came to give the facrificing Stroke; or that—bis Son, facrificed 
“ in the Perfon of Chrift, was iMMEDIATELY to be reflored to Life. 
„This Solution, no doubt, clears up every thing as to Abrabam ; 
and confequently removes one Part of the Objection, which fays ; 
« that God could not give fuch a Command, becauſe it inferred a 
„Violation of the natural Law e.“ 

Here certainly I can complain of nothing but my ill Fortune. 
This is the firft time the Examiner has pleafed to own that I bave 
removed an Objection. And now, inftead of rejoicing in the Ho- 
nour he does me, I have a Scruple of Conſcience about accepting it. 
And my Cafe is this. He fays 1 have removed it upon this Princi- 
ple of mine, that the Command bad no moral Import. But alas! in 
croffing the Proverb, and looking, as it were, into his Mouth, (for 
there his Words have their birth, and not from his Heart) I find 
he foully miftakes the Meaning of the Principle; and, what is 
worfe, ſeems to give his own wrong Meaning to me. In your 
“ way of reckoning, the Command had no moral Import; ron no- 
‘¢ thing was intended to be done to Abraham's Hurt or Prejudice.“ 
But as near as he thinks himfelf to me, he is a Mile from the Rea- 
fon. The Reafon why I fay it had no moral Import, was, not 
becaufe nothing was done to Abraham's Hurt er Prejudice; Alas ! 
No: but becaufe the Act commanded was, both in the Jntenticn 
of God, and in the Knowledge of Abrabam, a merc ſcenical Reprefen- 
tution, and not a Religious Sacrifice: For that a ſcenical Reprefenta- 
tion has nothing of that moral Import which belongs to the thing 
reprefented. Let the Gift, then, go current or not, juft as the 
Reader pleaſes. I find I have little Reafon to be anxious about its. 
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Value, and lefs to be proud of the Honour: For he immediately 
fubjoins, · But as this Solution removes one Difficulty, it creates 
another. What, another in favour of Infidelity ! No. But con- 
cerning Abraham's Merit in Obedience. Yet his Purpoſe is here to thew, 
that my Interpretation can do nothing againſt an infidel Odjeétion ; 
which, were it not for 4:s Anfwers, that, as he well expreſſes it, 
ſtaud guard over them, might run nobody knows whither. So 
that fill, by his own Coufeſſion, my Interpretation has removed 
one of the ftrongeft Infidel Objections. However, as I would not 
before accept this Honour at the Expence of Truth ; fo neither 
will ] now at the Expence of Abrabam's Character. Let us en- 
quire, therefore, into this new-created Difficulty. It is (fays be) 
*¢ that the Command will not ftand with the Notion of a Trial, in 
„one Point, in which the Hiftory itfelf intimates it was intended as 
*fuch. You tell us; that Abrabum, in expreffing bis extreme Rea- 
«s dincfs to obey, declared a full Confidence in the Promifes of Ged; 
“s which is very true. But you fay nothing of his Virtue, i. e. of 
„his Patience and Self-denial; of which yet this Command was in- 
„ tended as a Trial. The very Words of the Command thew 
“this. Take now thy Son, thine onty Son Iſaac, WHOM THOU 
“ LovestT. Here are two things pointed at, as ftanding in the 
Way to hinder Abraham from obeying this Command. 1. The 
** Affurances which God had given him, that J/aac ſhould be the 
„ Heir of the Promifes ; for [faac was Abrabam's onty Son, not 
by Birth but by Promife. 2. His natural paternal Affection. The 
«“ firft difficulty his Faith was to remove; the fecond was to be con- 
4% quered by his Reſolution and Fortitude. But where, I afk, was 
“ Abraham's Refolution; if he knew, either that God would not 
4 fuffer the Command to be put in Execution; or if he did, that 
+ he thould infantly be reſtored to him? Reſolution is ſhewed by 
bearing hard Things; but on neither of thefe Suppoſitions 
had Abrabam any Thing in Expeétation, by which he could be 
s a Sufferer*.” And now we fee how willingly he was mifled, 
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when he miftook my Reafon, why the A&ion had no moral Im- 
port; and faying, it was becaufe nothing was intended to be done 
to Abraham’s Hurt or Prejudice. For it was preparatory to what 
he here undertakes to fhew, that, according to my Interpretation, 
Abrabam had no room to exercife his paternal Affection; that being 
what he drives at by all his round-about Words. But to proceed. 
He ſays, You tell us that Abrabam, in expreffing his extreme 
« Readinefs to obey, declared a full Confidence in the Promifes of 
God. But you fay nothing of his Virtue; i. e. of his Pa rig Nc 
„ and SELF-DENIAL, of WHICH THIS COMMAND WAS INTENDED 
“© as A TRIAL.” He fays very true I faid nothing of it, and the 
Reafon was (not that I thought he had them not, but) becaufe Holy 
Scripture Jays nothing of them®. But he tells me, though Scrip- 
ture faid nothing, it pointed to them. And fo did I, if he goes to 
that. Indeed, I neither Jid nor pointed at any thing fo abſurd, as 
that the Command was intended as a Trial of bis Patience and Self- 
denial, becaufe Scripture reprefents it as a Trial of his Faith only. 
By FAITH ABRAHAM WHEN HE WAS TRIED offered up Ifaac, fays 
the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews. But I won't promiſe what 
I ſhall not do for the future. I think it deſerves to be pointed at. 
But he fays I ſpeak of Abraham's Faith, and fay nothing of his 
Virtue. It is commonly faid, indeed, that Patience is a Virtue ; 
but it is as true that Faith is one alfo. Though he may be in the 
number of thofe fubtile Schoolmen the Poet fpeaks of, for aught I 
know, 
% Who Faith and Virtue, Senfe and Reafon ſplit, 
With all the rath Dexterity of Wit.” 


Yet, for all this, I own, that the great Merit of Abraham's Faith 
implied in it Patience and Self-denial. Let us hear then how I have 
leflened thefe Virtues. Why then hear (fays our Examiner) what 
s“ the Author of the Epiftle to the Hebrews fays; who beft un- 
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*¢ derftood this Matter. By Faith, Abraham when be was tried, 
** offered up liaac; and be that had received the Promifes, offered up 
** bis only begotten Sen: of whom it was faid, that in Ifaac ſball thy 
e Seed be called; accounting, that God was able to raife him up even 
“ from the Dead. Heb. xi. 17, 18, 19. It is in the Nature of 
“ the Thing, neceflary to be fuppofed ; that Abrabam was firmly 
11 perfuaded, either, that God wouid revoke the Command; or, 
s that he would raife up his Son from the Dead; for otherwife 
“ the Promife could never ftand. The Apoſtle tells you precifely, 
„ which of thefe he believed; viz. that it was, that God would 
** raife [faac from the dead. And this agrees with the Character 
„ that the Scripture gives of Abrabam's Faith; his believing 
„% acainsT Hope, i. e. againft all the Appearances or Probabilities 
“of human Things. When aac was born, he received him from 
** the dead; i. e. from a dead Womb. Suppoſing him flain, he be- 
** lieved that he ſhould again receive him from the dead; and this 
« again was believing AGAINsT Hope ; for one was as much againſt 
“ the natural Courſe of Things, as the other, But pray obſerve 
“ this, Sir; the Apoftle does not fay, that Abrabam accounted that 
“ God would raiſe his Son insrantiy. He might (for aught 
‘+ Abrakam knew, or had any Reafon to hope to the contrary) be 
4 FoR EVER loft ro HIM; though he was aſſured he could not be 
« fo loft as that the Promife of God ſhould fail; upon which Foot, 
* there will be room left for all that Diſturbance from Paffion and 
“ natural Affection, which every Father feels upon the lofs of a 
** beloved Child; and confequently, Matter left for the Exercife 
“of his Virtue. It fuits beft indeed, with your Hypothefis, to 
‘fay, that Abrabam believed that his Son fhould be raifed 1N- 
„ STANTLY. For if this whole Tranfaction was a ſcenical Re- 
+ prefentation, to inform Abrabam of the Sacrifice of Cbriſ; and 
*¢ if ris (as you fay, p. 612 ) was the principal Defign of the Com- 
% mand; the Information once given, the Scenery ought to be at an 
„End. And this is one Reaſon, among others, why I cannot 
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t believe your Account to be the true one; becaufe it deftroys 
& the Force and Virtue of the Command, confidered as a Trial of 
% Abraham's Refolution and Self-denial; which ueverthelefs, the 
very Hiftory plainly intimates to us, it was intended to be °.” 
But now when 1 thought he was going to prove that Abraham 
had theſe Virtues of Patience and Self- Denial, he is got upon quite 
another Scent; and has ftarted two other Virtues, his Reſclution and 
his Fortitude —‘* The firft Difficulty his Faith was to remove; the 
„ fecond was to be conquered by his ResoLution and Forti- 
“ TUDE.” But what muft be my Difficulty all this while, who have 
to do with fuch a Writer! Shall I examine what he fays to Abra- 
hans Patience and Self-denial? Come on then. But now they 
are of a fudden turned to Refolution and Fortitude? Shall I feize 
upon his Refolution and Fortitude? In vain. Before he gets to 
the End of his Argument, they are changed into Refolution and 
Self-denial. © The Command (be fays) is to be confidered as a Trial 
“ of Abraham's ResotuTion and SELIT-DRENIATI.“ And fo the 
two Pair of Virtues, Patience and Self-denial, and Refolution and 
Fortitude, have fairly compromifed the matter. And at laft it is 
agreed, as in a Whig and Tory Election, that Refolution and Seif- 
denial ſhall ſtand each for the other's Reprefentative. Matters 
therefore being now well fettled, here we thall leave them. For 
there is the fame Reverence due to the Nonfenfe of great Writers, 
as the honeft Tranflator of Salluſ has taught us to be due to the 
Corruption of great Miniſters. Therefore, what he fays of this 
latter Quality may not be unfitly applied to the former, that 
« what founds like Nonfenfe may not be Nonſenſe: and it is not 
4 fo much the Act, as the Characters of Men that conſtitute it +.” 
—But as I can make nothing of his Words, I will try to pick out 
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his Meaning ; which, after all, feems to accufe me of leaving Abra- 
bam neither Patience nor Self-denial: And is founded in this, that, 
according to the common Interpretation, as Abrabam did not know 
when Iſuae would be reſtored to him, there was room left for all 
that Diflurbance from Paſſion and natural Affection, which every 
‘ Father feels upon the lofs of a beloved Child; and confequently 
„ Exercife for his Virtue.” But on my Interpretation (that Abra- 
bam knew his Son muft be fon reflored to him) there was no room, 
it feems, for the Exercife of thefe Virtues. And now, what is 
here worth anfwering ? In both Cafes Abrahams Faith had the 
fame Trial. And this is allowed. And had not his Paternal 
Aection? In neither cafe did he know, but that his Son was to 
receive the facrificing ſtroke. And was not the Faternal Affection, 
as much interefted in receiving him to Life after three Days, as 
after three Years? Suppofing, (as is granted) that his Faith in 
God's Promifes was exactly the fame in both Cafes. How then 
does the Reader think our Examiner fupports his Chicane ? How? 
but in that way all Chicane is fupported. By reprefenting borb 
Cafes falſely. Under the common Interpretation, he reprefents it 
thus,—*¢ Jſaac might (for aught Abrabam knew, or had any Rea- 
‘+ fon to hope to the contrary) be FOR EVER LOST TO HIM.” And 
he tells me, it fuits bet with my Hypothefis, to fay that Abra- 
*¢ bam believed that his Son ſhould be raifed insrantiy *” I 
know of nothing that ſuits fo well with ny Hypothefis as Truth; nor 
nothing fo ill with it, as our Examiner's Underftanding. What 
fhall 1 fay ! Or rather what ſhall J not fay. O Patience! I feel 
thou art a Virtue, as our Examiner truly calls thee What? do 
not thofe very Words of Scripture, of which the Examiner ſerves 
himfelf in fupport of the common Interpretation, accounting that 
God was able to raife bim up even from the Dead, imply, in all com- 
mon Conſtruction, that Abraham accounted, or believed, or had 
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Reafon to hope, that Ifaac was NOT FOR EVER LosT To utm? But 
it could not be otherwife even upon our Examiner's own Interpre- 
tation, who in p. 148, makes the receiving from the Dead an Allu- 
fion to the dead Womb of Sarah; For, according to this Senfe, 
which, he tells us, he prefers to any other, the Writer of the 
Epifile to the Hebrews could never ſuppoſe (whatever our Examiner 
does) that Abraham might fear that Iſaac would be for ever lof to 
bim. For the Argument, according to his Conception of the 
Apoſtle's Senie, runs thus, —Abrabain received [sac out of Sarab's 
dead Womb ; fo he hoped to receive him again from the Athes of 
the Sacrifice. Thus does this Examiner, at every turn, forget his 
own Principles: or, rather, having no Principles of his own, he 
perceives not that he takes the contradictory Principles of others. 
Again, does not my Interpretation, which ſuppoſes that Abrabam 
well underſtood that this commanded Action was a fcenical Repre- 
{entation of CArif’s Sacrifice on the Croſs, neceſſarily imply that 
Abraham knew no more than that, as the Redeemer of Mankind 
could not lie under the Power of the Grave; fo, his Reprefenta- 
tive, even though he received the facrificing Stroke, would not? 
Should he, therefore, have fo prevaricated as to inſinuate, that I 
ufed the Word infantly in the Senfe of momentaneoufly ; when my 
Argument fhews I ufed it in oppoſition to a diftant Time? If the 
Stroke had been given, we know, it could not have been till 
the third Day at leaſt. And in this time I hope there was room 
enough left for all that Difturbance from Paffion and natural 
‘6 Affection which every Father feels upon the Lofs of a beloved 
Child “.“ 

After all this, could the candid or fenfible Reader conceive it poſſible 
that our Examiner ſhould end his Argument in the following Strain ? 
“ So that in taking one Handle away from Unbelievers, you have 
c given them another. For if, upon the Foot of the common In- 
terpretation, they think they fee a Violation of the natural Law; 
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s they may, upon your Interpretation, alledge an Inconfiftency of 
* the Scriptures with themfelves: and I apprehend, Sir, that it is 
s much eaſier Thing to thew that the Command carries no Vio- 
* lation of the natural Law, the common Interpretation admitted; 
éc than it will be to reconcile your Hypothefis to the Scripture Ac- 
“ count of this Matter. So much has Chriftianity gained by your 
Interpretation * !”—But I leave him to the Reader's Mercy. 


XXIII. 


ee But this is not the greateft Difficulty you have to account for 
0 (fays be), The Objection relates not to Abrabam only, but alfo 
s to his Family; who (as you have made your Unbeliever fay) 
„ MUST NEEDS bave thought buman Sacrifices acceptable to God; 
“ becaufe the Action was not formally condemned at the Revecation 
“ of the Command. I do think, Sir, that it would be a very con- 
44 fiderable objection to this Hiſtory; if it did give any reaſonable 
« Encouragement to the Belief, that human Sacrifices were accept- 
“ able to God; and I have given my Reafon why I think it can- 
“ not give any fuch Encouragement; which is that, in this Cafe, 
4 the Revocation of the Command, without any formal Condem- 
“ nation of the Action, is fufficient to guard againſt any fuch Abufe. 
„Whether you agree with me in this Principle, or whether you are 
"© of the infidel Side of the Queftion in this particular Point, you have 
« not told us; nor ſhall I take upon me to guefs. But you are fully 
“ perfuaded, that, upon your Hypothefis, the Objection is entirely 
„removed. Your Words are theſe; There was not the leaf Occa- 
41 ſſon, when God remitted the Offering of Ifaac, that be ſbould formally 
+ condemn human Sacrifices, to prevent Abraham, oR HIS FAMILY’s 
« falling into an Opinion, that fuch Sacrifices were not difpleafing to 
“ bim—For the Command, having, as we faid, no moral Import; 
sı being only an Information by Action, where one Thing flood for the 
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1 Reprefentative of another; all the Conf:qunce that could be deduced 
s from it was only this; that the Son of God foould be offered up for 
the Sins of Mankind: Therefore the Conceptions tuer Abraham. 
4% v.. AND HIS FAMILY) bad of human Sacrifices after the Command, 
«e muft needs be juf the fame which they had before; and therefore, 
ss Inftruétion concerning the execrable Nature of human Sacrifices was 
«c not only needleſt, but quite befide the Queftion; p. 618, 619. | 
can caſily underftand, Sir, how the Matter ftood with éra- 
« bam; and that uE was in no Danger of being mifled, as to the 
Nature of human Sacrifices, who knew the Secret of the whole 
* Affair; and that it was nothing elfe but Scenery. But how this 
% Anfwer will ferve for bis Family; who are to be preſumed to have 
% known nothing of this feenical Reprefentation, is utterly pat my 
% Comprehenſion. I fay that the Family of Abrabam muf be. pre- 
„% fumed to have known: nothing of this ſcenical Reprefentation ; 
** becaufe you have told us from the very firft, that the Informa- 
„tion to be conveyed by it was intended for Abrabam's sore 
s Use; and I do not fee how Aörabam could open to his Family 
the Scenery of the Tranſaction, without explaining the Myfery. 
% Accordingly, your Anſwer, in this very Paſſage, imports, that 
s Abraham's Family, as well as himſelf, were acquainted with this 
„ Myftery ; for you fay that all the Conſeguence that coul. p be dè- 
** duced from this Tranſaction was, that the Son of God foould be of- 
1 fered up for the Sins of Mankind. All the Confequence that could 
be deduced ! By whom? Why, by the Family of Abraham; for 
to them, as well as to Abrabam, does the Inference, which you 
immediately fubjoin, belong———THererore the Conceptions THEY 
* bad of buman Sacrifices muſt needs be juf the fame, &c. But is not 
„your putting the Family of Abraham in Poffeffion of this Confe- 
“ quence a very plain Declaration, that they knew the Myftery 
„of Chrift’s Sacrifice! Now therefore, Sir, take your Choice, and 
give up one Part of your Hy potheſis, or the other, as beft pleafes 
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4 you; for to hold dot is impoffible. If you fay that the Family 
“ of Vrubam wers acquainted with the Myftery of Cérif's Sacri- 
“ fice; it will overturn all you have faid concerning their Igno- 
4 rance of a future State: For to what Purpofe the Son of God 
4 was to be offered up for the Sins of Mankind, if no Life is to be 
it expected after this, it is impoſſible to comprehend. It likewife 
** overturns the jingle Reafon you have given why the Explanation 
t: (ufual in all fuch Cafes) to thew the Inport of the Tranſaction 
‘© was not added, viz. that it was a Point not fit for common Know- 
4 ledge. But if you ſhall chuſe to fay, that the Revelation of this 
ce Myftery, was for the sore Information of Abraham, and that dis 
% Family knew nothing of it (which I think you mafl fay, to make 
** your Interpretation good), the Objection will lie full againſt you, 
% unanſwered. For upon this fuppofition, bey muft have zon- 
4 fidered this Tranſaction, not in your artificial, hidden Light, but 
‘sin its apparent, natural Light; and the Conſtruction in favour 
** of human Sacrifices muft have been the very Jame, as if no fuch 
4 Reprefentation as you {peak of had been intended *.” 

„Whether (/ays be) you agree with me, or ARE OF THE Ixri- 
€t DEL SIDE OF THE Question.” A dire Dilemma! to which he 
reduces all his Adverfaries. Agree not with him, and you are at 
once on the Infidel Side of the Queflion. 


Qui meprife Cotin, n’eftime point fon Roi, 
% Et n'a, felon Cotin, ni Dieu, ni foi, ni loi. 


But if this be my Alternative, fit anima mea cum philofophis, as was 
faid on the like occafion; they are much the better Company.—I 
believed that an Infidel Objection to the Command to Abraham, on 
the common Interpretation of it, had weight; and l explain the 
Force of it, in order to remove it; and to excite other Defenders of 
Revelation to confider it: For which, it ſeems, I am of the Infidel 


Side of the Queftion. 
* Confid. p. 165—168, 
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I had faid, that the Command was for Abraham's fole ufe; and 
*¢ therefore (be fays) that the Family of Abrabam muft be preſumed 
to know nothing of this ſcenical Reprefentation.” Notwith- 
ſtanding this, Z prefume they did know it. Here he takes me in 
a flagrant Contradiction. But did he indeed not fee that where [ 
ſpoke of its being given for Abrabam’s fale Ufe, I was oppofing it, 
(as the courfe of my Argument required), not to the Family which 
lived under his Tents, but to the Jereiſb People, when the Flittory 
of the Tranfaction was recorded ?? And now having expofed 
his wrong Conclufion from my Words, let us confider next 
the wrong Conclufion he draws from bis own. * I do not 
ss fee (Jays he) how Abrabam could open to his Family the 
Scenery of the Tranſaction without explaining the Myftery.” 
What does he mean by, „open the Scenery of the Tranf- 
s action?” There are two Senfes of this ambiguous Expreffion ; 
it may fignify, either explaining the Moral of the Scenery; or 
fimply, telling his Family that tke Tranfudtion was a feenical Re- 
preſentation. He could not here ufe the Phrafe in the firft Senfe, 
becaufe he makes explaining the Myflery a thing different from open- 
ing the Scenery, He muft mean it then in the latter. But could 
not Abraham tell bis Family, that this was a /cenical Reprefentation 
without explaining the Myftery? I don't know what ſhould hinder 
him, unlefs it were a Charm. If he had the free ufe of Speech, 
I think, he might, in the Tranfports of his Joy, on his return 


Here the Letter Writer, fo often mentioned before, is quite (candalized; and can- 
not forbear [breaking out, at p. 77.———* I declare it, if you be Dr., I am per- 
é: felly attonithed at you.” But fo am not I. The govd Man knows nothing of the 
Contagion of Controverfy. He feems to have ftudied his Profeffion with an Intent only 
of coming to the Truth; and he fpeaks from the Heart. His whole Pamphlet isa 
learned and well-argued Performances And if he has been more attentive to the Force 
of his Reafoning than to the Ornaments of his Language, the Lovers of Truth have 
the more to thank him for, as be gives her to them undreſſod, and puts a Glofs upon 
nothing. 


VoL. VI. Ooo home, 
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home, tell his Wife, that God had ordered him to facrifice his 
« Son, and that he had carried him to Mount Moriab, in Obedience 
to the Divine Command, where a Ram was accepted in his 
“ ſtead. But that the whole was a mere ſcenical Repreſentation, or 
Figure, of a myſterious Tranſaction which God had ordained to 
come to pafs in the latter Ages of the World.” And J fuppofe 
when he had once told his Wife, the Family would foon hear of it. 
Now could they not underftand, what was meant by a ſcenical 
Reprefentation, as well when he told them it was to prefigure a 
Myflery, as if he had told them it was to prefigure the Crucifixion 
of Jifus? The Explanation, here given, had I no other way of 
blunting his Dilemma (for if I efcape his Contradiction, he has fet 
his Dilemma, which, he fays, tis impoffible I thould avoid) had I 
nothing elfe, I fay, tis very likely I thould have infifted upon this: 
But there are more ways than one of taking him by his Horns. 
Now therefore (/ays be) take your Choice, and give up one Part 
of your Hypothefis or the other, as beft pleafes you; ror ro 
% HOLD BOTH IS IMPOSSIBLE. If you fay that the Family of Abra- 
s bam were acquainted with the Myftery, it will overturn all you 
1 faid concerning their Ignorance of a future State.—But if you 
4 fhall chufe to fay that the Revelation of the Myftery was for the 
“ fole Information of Abrabam, and that his Family knew nothing 
* of it, then—the Conſtruction in favour of human Sacrifices muft 
„have been the very fame as if no fuch Reprefentation, as you 
s fpeak of, had been intended.” I defire to know where it is that 
I {poke ANY THING concerning Abraham's Family's Ignorance of a 
future State ; and therefore call upon him, for the SFC AMD 
LADT TIYE, to name the Place. But, I am afraid, fome- 
thing is wrong here again: and that, by Abrabam’s Family, he 
means the J/raelites under Mofes’s Policy. For, with regard to them, 
I did indeed fay that the grofs Body of the People were ignorant 
of a future State. But then I fuppofed them equally ignorant of the 
true Import of the Command to Abraham. But, if, by Abraham's 

Family, 
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Family, he means, as every Man does, who means honeftly, thofe 
who refided with bim under bis Tents, I ſuppoſe them indeed acquaint- 
ed with the true Import of the Command ; but then, at the fame 
time, not ignorant of a future State. Thus what our Examiner 
had pronounced IMPOSSIBLE, was, it feems, all the while very 
poffible. And, in ſpite of his Dilemma, bcth Parts of the Hypo- 
thefis were at peace. I can hardly think him fo grofsly immoral 
as to have put this Trick upon his Reader with Defign ; I rather 
think it was fome confufed Notion concerning the Popith Virtue of 
TRADITION (that trufty Conveyancer of Truth) which led him 
into all this Abfurdity ; and made him conclude, that what Abra- 
ham's Family once knew, their pofterity could never forget. Though 
the Written Word tells us, that when Mofès was fent to redeem this 
Pofterity from Bondage, they remembered ſo little of God's Reve- 
lations to their Fore-fathers, that they knew nothing even of his 
Nature. 


XXIV. 


Our Examiner now concludes his Confiderations (which we have 
quoted Word for Word in order as they lye, without curtailing or 
abridging) in this manner. Thus, Sir, it appears; that what was 
4 well before comes out bad, from under your Hands. Which 
confirms to me, what I have often thought; that Experiments in 
Religion are ſeldom good for any thing. The Truth of this 
4 whole Cafe, appears to me in this plain Light. God called 
% Abrabam to this great Trial; to make him an Example of Faith 
‘* and Refignation. Abraham obeys God's Call; under a full Per- 
“ fuafion that his Son was /of to him; and yet as fully aſſured that 
« the Promifes of God ſhould not fail. In this View he is an Ex- 
„ ample of beth; and thus much the Scriptures warrant. We, 
‘who fee the Refemblance between this Cafe, and God's requiring 
* his only Son to be offered up as a Sacrifice for the Sins of the 
“ whole World, rightly fay, that the one was intended to be the 

O00 2 % Figure 


468 REMARKS ON SEVERAL 


1 Figure of the other. But whether Abrabam knew any thing at 
“all of Corif's Sucrifice; or whether he knew nothing; the Scrip- 
“+ cure is wholly filent; and you ought to have been filent too. It 
“is fit for us to ſtop where the Scripture ftops——and let Infidelity 
1 do its worft +.” 

„What was well before, comes out bad, it feems, under my 
hands: which confirms him in a2 Thought he often had, THAT 
% EXPERIMENTS IN RELIGION ARE SELDOM GOOD FOR ANY 
“ THING.” By the way though this feems but an odd Compliment 
to the many fine Experiments, which a great Prelate of his Acquain- 
tance has made in Religion. However, that he often bad this Thought, 
Ido not at all doubt. The thing I leaſt expected was, that he ſhould 
venture to fell his Thoughts. But, in the Paroxyſm of Anfwer- 
ing, out it came; and from a Man not the beft formed by Nature 
aperto vivere voto. Writers, indeed, have differed much how thefe 
ExPeRIMENTs fhould be made. Some would have Scripture alone 
employed in making them: others were for taking in Fathers and 
Councils; and fome again for applying Raillery and Ridicule to the 
Work. But I know of no Proteftant till our Examiner, who ever 
talked againft the thing itfelf. That Language had been now, for 
near two hundred Years, confined to the Walls of the Inquifition. 
For what is making Experiments in Religion, but illuftrating it by 
new Arguments, arifing from new Difcoveries made of the Har- 
mony in God’s various Difpenfations to Mankind ; juft as Philofo- 
phers unfold Nature, by new Enquiries into the Contents of Bodies? 
No Experiments, is the Language indeed of Pozrricians (for 
in fome things Bigotry and Politics agree; as Extremes run eafily 
into one another, by their very Endeavour to. keep at diftance). 
becaufe, according to the Politician’s Creed, Religion being ufeful 
to the State, and yet not founded in Truth, all Inguiries tend, not 
to confirm, but to unſettle, this neceſſary Support of Civil Govern- 
ment. But can a Man who believes Religion to have come from 
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God, ufe this Language! If he pretends to believe, and will yet 
talk at fo ſcandalous a rate, let me aik him, how it comes to pals, 
that Experiments, which do fuch Service in our Advancement in 
the Knowledge of Nature, ſhould fucceed fo ill in Religion? Are 
not both equally the Works of God? Were not both given to be 
the Subject of human Conternplation? Have not both, as pro- 
ceeding from the Great Mafter of the Univerfe, their Depths and 
Darknefles? And does not the unveiling the Secrets of his Provi- 
dence tend equally with the unveiling the Secrets of his Work- 
manſbip, to the Advancement of his Glory? Have not the Wiſ⸗ 
dom and Goodnefs of God been wonderfully difplayed, in thefc 
latter Ages, to the Confufion of Aibeiſi, by fome noble Experi- 
ments made in Nature? And why fhould not the fame Wiſdom 
and Goodneſs be equally diſplayed, to the Confuſion of Deiſin, by 
Experiments made in Religion? 1 believe 1 ſhould not be accuſed 
of Vanity, even by our Examiner himſelf in his better Mood, 
ſhould I venture to appeal to The Divine Legation itſelf, for the 
Poss 181LI Tv of the thing: For he has been graciouſly pleaſed to 
allow, that ‘‘ what 1 have faid of Converfe being maintained by 
Actions as well as by Words, is very juft; and that the Inftances 
J have produced from Scripture, where Actions have been ufed’ 
“ as forefhewing the Determinations of Providence, are beyond all: 
Exception . Now here, I prefume, his Modefty will confeſs, 
that I have taught him fomething New; both in the Principle, 
and in the following Application of it to the Primary and Secon- 
dary Senfe of Prophecies. But if ever therc was an Experiment 
made in Religion, this was one; it being deduced from a careful 
Analyfis of the feveral various Modes of human Communication. 
In a word, had no Experiments been made in Nature, we had ftill. 
flept in the Ignorance and Error of School. Pbilaſophy: And had 
none been made in Religion, we had ſtill been groping about, and: 
ftumbling in the Darknefs and Superſtition of Schoo/-Divinity. For, 
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what were they, but Experiments in Religion, made by a Wickliff, 
a Cranmer, a Calvin, an Eraſinus, a Hooker, that reſcued us from 
that Darknefs and Superſtition? Or is making Experiments, like 
making Gunpowder, a Monopoly? that none are to be intrufted 
with it, in Religion, but great Names, and Fathers of the Church; 
and none, in Nature, but Fellows of the Society. The worſt Mif- 
chief they ever do is, now and then, blowing up an indifcreet 
Divine, when he comes too near, and tramples upon them with 
Security and Contempt. To repay our Examiner, therefore, one 
Secret for another ; I will tell him what I have often thought, and 
what his own Words confirm, That he who can talk in this 
manner, whatever face he may put on, muft needs have his 
4 Doubts and Fears about the Truth of that Religion which he fo 
« peeviſhly defends.”—** Abraham (fays be) obeys God's Call under 
% FULL Persuasion that his Son was loft to him.” So! the 
Doubt is now determined. Before, it was only . That J/aac might, 
4s for aught Abraham knew, be for ever loft to him.” But this it 
is for a Writer to have a full Perfuafion both of himfelf and his 
Reader. 
„ WR who sge (fays be) the ResemBLance between this Cafe 
4 [the Action commanded] and God's requiring his only Son to be 
« offered up as a Sacrifice, for the Sins of the whole World, RIGHT- 
4 Ly fay, that the one was intended to be the Figure of the other. 
Thefe Seers by Refemblance into Facts, are like the Seers by Second- 
fight into Futurity : That is to fay, equally under the Power of the 
Imagination; which, whatever light it may afford to them, yet 
leaves their Readers ftill in the dark. As to this /eeing by Refem- 
blance in particular, the Reader may, if he pleafes, confult the 
XVIIlth Remark for all that is neceſſary to be faid on that Subject. 
„But whether Abrabam (fays be) knew any thing at all of 
*¢ Chr it's Sacrifice, or whether he knew nothing, the Scripture is 
« wholly filent: AND YOU OUGHT TO HAVE BEEN SILENT TOO,” 
To this I reply, in the fn, place, that the Reafon why 1 was not 
Silent was, becauſe Scripture itfelf was not filent ; but, in the Words 
of 
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of Icſus, declared, that Abraham did know of Chriſts Sacrifice. 
Secondly, 1 do not fee why, even though Scripture had been filent, 
{L cught to bave been filent too. Scripture is filent concerning the 
Subftance of the Son. But fo are not you; who, I make no doubt, 
declare at leaſt, that he is of one Subflance with the Father. And 
why do you fo? Becauſe (you will fay, and you will fay true) 
that, although this Propofition be not expreſſed in the Bible, in fo 
many Words; yet it is to be deduced from Scripture Doctrine, by 
the moft known Principles of Philofophy and Logic. Why then 
will you not allow me the Benefit of the fame Anfwer, in the pre- 
fent Cafe.—But in another Mood he can be angry with me for being 
filent where Scripture is filent. And for not fpeaking out when 
that only gives a Sign. You fay nothing (fays be) of Abraham's 
« Virtue, his Patience and Self-denial, yet Scripture points AT 
“ them.” 

But It is fit (be Jays) for us to ſtop where the Scripture ftops.” 
—With how good a grace, and how pertinently too, this Maxim 
may be, fometimes, applied; I thall beg leave to obferve ; that, 
with regard to the fundamental Points of the Cbriſtian Faith, it is, 
indeed, fit we fhould ftop where the New Testament ſtops; 
becaufe that is able to make us wife unto Salvation; and becaufe 
there is now no reafonable Expectation of any further Revelation 
of God's Will to us, that hall refer to this, and be explanatory of 
it. But with regard to an biforical Paſſage, told obfcurely (for the 
wife Ends of God's Difpenfations, which opened gradually ‘upon 
Mankind) in the OLD TESTAMENT, to which the New refers and 
is explanatory; There, I hope, we may go on, without Prefump- 
tion, to fhew how, from fuch a Paflage, may be demonftrated 
the real Connexion and Dependency between the two Covenants. 
Yet, by the ftrangeft Perverfity, there are Men who will not ſtop 
in the firft Cafe; and, in the fecond, will not go forward. But 
whatever our Examiner’s Notions be; it is plain, he took his Ex- 
prefions from fomebody who applied the Maxim to a Maker of New 
Fundamentals. For fuch a one, only, it is feen to fit. In Con- 

„ clufion 


©: REMARKS ON SEVERAL 


u clufion (fays be) eT InfiDerITY DO ITS worst.” And fo it 
may, for what our Examiner or his Fellows feem inclined to op- 
pole to its Progrels. They keep guard, as our Author fays; they 
perform Watch and Ward as the Law requires: and let fuch as 
Jike it go to blows for them. One of my moft abufive Adverfaries, 
in a Book he wrote againft me, intituled, A Reply to Mr. W.'s Ap- 
pendix in bis fecond Volume of The Divine Legation, has a long Di- 
greflion (for it has nothing to do in the Difpute between him and 
me) of Seventy Pages, to prove that the Miracles and Morality of 
Paganifin equal thofe of Fudaiſin and Chriſtianity: In which he has 
made a very elaborate Collection of Paſſages from Claffic Writers, 
drawn up and fet in battle array againſt parallel Places of Scripture. 
Eight or Ten Clergymen of the Church of England have found 
Leifure and Inclination to write againſt Tbe Divine Legation, nobody 
knows for what ; and yet not one of them has taken the leaft notice 
of this open bare-faced Infult and Defiance of Revelation. Bnt 
what then? Mr. Tillard, no doubt, was confidered by them as a 
Fellow-labourer in.a good Caufe. Or was it, for that he is an 
active Member of the Society for the Propagation of the Goſpel in 
Foreign Parts? of which, indeed, in theſe Paſſages he has given 
a Proof. For finding it was for ftaying at home, he, like a good 
Member as he is, does his beft to fend it packing! —But ftill, fays 
our Examiner, let Infidelity do its worft.” And does he indeed 
think it could do worfe than what himfelf has here attempted? I 
bad wrote a Difertation; which, if it has any Reality or Founda- 
tion, in Reafon or Scripture, is of the higheft Service to Religion: 
And, principally, on thefe Two Accounts, firft, as refcuing a Paf- 
fage out of the hands of Libertines, which was more obnoxious to 
the Objections of Infidelity than any in the whole Bible: And fe- 
condly, as difcovering a real and ſubſtantial Circumftance of Cone 
mexion and Dependency between the Old and New Teftament; not 
fubje& to any of thof. Objections which arife from Typical or Al- 
legorical Interpretations. Now, againſt fuch a Difcourfe, fo direct - 
ed, was it natural to conceive, that a Divine of Name fhould addrefs 

himſelf, 


OCCASIONAL REFLECTIONS. 473 


himfelf, with much Haughtinefs and Malice, to write an elaborate 
Confutation? Would not a good Man, who had a real Regard for 
the Interefts of Religion, and was perfuaded of the Weakueſs of 
my Difcourfe, have left it to fome unthinking, unbelieving Scribler, 
to expoſe? And here, let me call, ferioufly, upon this learned Man, 
to lay his Hand upon his Heart, and to acquit himfelf of his Inten- 
tions, before the Public; who finding nothing in this Difertation 
(how erroneous focver it may be deemed) either of Herefy or Liber- 
tinifm, will needs be at a lofs to difcover any good Purpofe, in an 
Attempt fo feemingly inconfiftent with his Character and Profeſſion. 
For the Public fees he has taken the Unbelievers’ Tatk out of their 
hands, and executed it with fuch a Spirit, as cannot chufe but give 
them the higheft Satisfaction. 


„ Floc Ithacus velit, et magno mercentur Atridæ.“ 


Vor. VI. Ppp SOON 
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OON after the Publication of Dr. Ssebbing’s Examination; 
another Book came out againſt me, as much larger in Bulk as 
honefter in its Production: For it carried the Name of its Author, 
Dr. 4. A. Sykes, in the Front. To this Gentleman, likewife, I 
fent a civil Meffage; To inform him, that I had feen his Book, in 
which he likewife profeſſes to “examine my Account” (for they are 
all Examiners, and would be Inguifitors) ** of the Conduct of the: 
Ancient Legiflators—Of the Double Doctrine of the Philoſo- 
4 phers—Of the THEocRACY or THE JEws—and of Sir J. New- 
* on's Chronology :” That I fuppofed he would think himfelf neg- 
lected to have no Notice taken of him: That I was not at leiſure to. 
go through the Whole ; but that if he would point out to me which 
of the Four Parts he chofe to truft to, I would endeavour to give 
him the Satisfaction he feemed to want. To this, he fent me word: 
back, That he fhould not be, in the leaft, concerned, were I to 
«t forbear all Notice of him: but, if I took any, that he hoped I 
„ would keep to the Merits of his Book: That he was not to chuſe 
for me; but that he thought, One or Two of the Parts were 
more immediately to the Purpofe to clear up: But expected that 
this fhould be done in fuch a manner as every good Man withes ; 
* in the Love of Truth, and in the Spirit of one that feeks it: 
„And that then I fhould find, in him, a Mind open to Convic- 
“tion.” All this was very well: And, from the Rea/onablene/s 
of the Demand, who would not believe, but his Book was a Stan- 
dard of Candour, Politenefs, and Ingenuity ? at leaft, who would 
have ſuſpected the contrary ? So that his civil Preliminary, when 
interpreted 
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interpreted on the Principles of the Double- Doctrine, is in plain 
Engliſb this. That the Liberties, which he and old honeſt Mr. P. 
have fo freely taken with my Book and Character, thould be en- 
tirely overlooked, or received as Compliments: And that I ſhould 
addrefs myſelf to their Conviétion, as to the Service of my Two beft 
Friends, who wrote only to recommend the Truths I had advanced ; 
by putting me in a way to remove all Doubts and Difficulties con- 
cerning them. And therefore, that J ſhould keep to the Merits 
4 of his Book ;” that is, be tender of his bad Logic, and worfe Cri- 
ticifm ; overlook his ill Expreſſion; and find out his Meaning if I 
can. And, indeed, who would not engage in any Labour for the 
fake of finding fo rare a Curiofity, as a Mind open to Conviétion,” 
in an Anfwerer by Profeffion ? Well then, be it fo. Since they 
profeſs to Zye fo open, let them be received with good Humour at 
leaft, and ſuffered only to expofe themfelves ; 

„Laugh where we muft, be candid where we can, 

But vindicate the Ways or Gop to Man.” 


However, this is a mere Act of Good - will; and what the Doctor 
has not the leaſt Claim to; as may be feen by the preliminary Con- 
verfation between him and his old Friend Mr. P. Part of which I 

ſhall here beg leave to tranfcribe for the Reader's Entertainment: 
** You know very well (/ays Dr. Sykes to the Rev. Gent. to whom 
Be addreffes bis Examination) our old Friend Mr. P*** ; He calls 
Mr. Warburton'’s Book a learned Romance; and he fays, wit 
4 some Humour, that the Digreffions in it about the Myfteries, 
s the Hieroglyphics , the Book of Job, are, or may be deemed, 
“fo 


Foreigners feem to have a different Opinion of The Divine Legation, from theſe 
Two learned Friends. The Joxrxal des Savans, Mars 1744, in an Abſtract of a French 
Tranflation of Part of The Divine Legation, fpeaks thus of the Difcourfe on the 
Hieroglyphics : Il regne une fi belle analogie dans le ſyſteme de M. Warburton, & 
* toutes fes parties tiennent les nncs aux autres par un lien fi naturel, qu'on eſt 
* porté à croire que l'origine & les progreſs de l'Ecriture & du Language ont été tele 
„ qu il les a decrits. Le Public doit avoir bien de l'obligation au Traducteur de lui avoir 

Ypp2 $6 fait 
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*¢ fo many ingenious Novels, which ferve to relieve or divert the 
% Reader. But then he goes fo far as to doubt whether Mr. Ware 
*¢ burten writes for U.ility or for Truth. For he has told us fo 
much (fays be) about the Practices of thofe old Philofophers, and 
how much they were wont to lie for the Public gcod—and he de- 
s clares himfelf to have come from the Schools of thofe Heathen 
“ Philofophers, THAT I CANNOT BUT THINK HE MAY BE REA- 
*¢ SONABLY SUSPECTED—to have received an Infection from them, 
and to bave learnt to lie for the Public good, as his Matters did 
before him. It is true (/ays our Friend) that Mr. Warburton does 
not think thoſe Men to be altogether free from Blame; and it may 
4e be faid in his favour, that what he blames a Astle in them, he 
* would not do himfelf: But yet his Cenfure of them is fo very 
“ foft, and he is fo tender of their moral Character, while he 
« is fo ready to flame out againſt, and to thew no Mercy to 
others, who do not think as he does, that one cannot help ima- 
“ gining, that in his Opinion, the good End they had in view, did 
* janctify the Means they uſed, and that it was no great Fault 


ot fait connoitre un Ouvrage fi curieux, Mais il auroit été à fouhaiter, pour rendre la 
*¢ le€ture de fa traduction plus agreable, qu'il ne fe fut pas fi fort attaché à rendre mot à 
** mot le texte Anglois.” 

The Judgment of the Jefuits of Zreveax, in their Journal of 5 1744, differs: not 
much from that of Paris. M. Warburton n’a pu, fans une erudition profuade, une 
t lecture murement digerée & des reflexions infinies traiter avec tant de precifion, de 
* juſteſſe, & de netteté, un fujet de lui même fi difficile A mettre en œuvre Les plus 
+t favans hommes fe font laiffé feduire fur l'origine des Hieroglyphes, & la plupart ont 
“t regardé un effet du peu d'experience des Egyptiens, comme un rafinement de la plus 
«t myfterieufe ſageſſe. C’eft cette erreur que M. Warburton s'applique particulierement 
4 à detruire dans la premiere partie. II le fait de la maniere la plus naturelle——ce 
*t n’eft point un Syfteme fondé sur pes ĪMAGINATIONS VAGUES, Ses raifonnemens, fes 
st preuves, font appuiées fur des Farrs, fur la Nature des choſes, & fur les prim- 
** cipes les plus lumineux du Sens commun.” But as to this lat Teſtimony, I fhall 
not chufe to infift npon it; left it ſnould be now faid, that thefe famous modern Prac- 
ticers of the Deuble Deffrine, and the Apologiſt for the ancient Inventors of it, had too 
clofe an Underſtanding with one another. 


“in 
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« in them to have external and internal Doctrines ; Cc. Ec. Now 
a Man fo apt to flame out would have been as apt to call this a piece 
of dull ſcurrilous Buffoonry, in another Writer; but in fo candid 
a Difputant as Dr. Sykes, who writes, we fee by his own Words, 
«s in the Love of Truth, and in the Spirit of one who feeks it,” I 
can conſider it only as the Effect of a pious Zeal for the Interefts of 
Revelation, which is apt to warm itfelf in a Converfation between 
two fuch Friends; and a charitable Fear that the Author of the Divine 
Legaticn was indeed artfully undermining the Foundation, while 
he pretended to new-fortify the Structure of Religion: and they, 
good Men, as faithful Centinels, thought it their Duty to give the 
Alarm. But here, their candid Simplicity of Manners, which 
makes them utter Strangers to all the Tricks of Free-thinking, has 
put them upon a falfe Cry. It would be Charity therefore to fet 
them right; and, as they have Minds fo open to Convittion, indeed 
but Ffice. And, for this, all the return I afk, is only to ſhare 
with them in the Pleaſure, which a clear Conviction, that their 
Sufpicions were groundlefs, muft needs give them. 

In order, therefore, to this, it would feem ſufficient to obſerve, 
that if indeed the Divine Legation were written to undermine Re- 
velation, and (as is faid) by an Author initiated in * the Cabinet 
4 Councils of Old Lawgivers, and juft come ‘+ from School, from 
„ Heathen Philoſophers, he muft have learnt very little of his 
Mafters : For it is certainly the moft bungling, ill-contrived At- 
tempt that was ever made againſt Revelation. But if this be not 
enough, let us go further, and confider, how an artful Freethinker 
would probably have executed fuch a Defign as is here laid to my 
Charge.. And the fame Intimacy in the Cabinet-Councils of Old 
Lawgivers, and in the Schools of Pagan Philofophers, which makes 
it fo unlikely that I could have done no better on fo good a ground ; 


An Examination of Mr. Warbarten’s Account of the Conduct of the Ancient Legif- 


Jators, of the Double Doctrine of the Old Philofophers, of the Theocracy of the Fews,. 
and of Sir J/aac Newton's Chronology, 1744. 


may 
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may enable me to thew how well a Scheme of this Nature might 
be executed by another: As the many unhappy Examples we have 
amongft us, of real Attempts againſt Religion, will enable the 
Reader to judge how near I keep to Probability. And thus qualified, 
I take the liberty to fet our Underminer to work. 

In the firit place, I will fuppofe it not unlikely, that, in order 
to conceal his Purpofe, as well as to carry on his Attacks more re- 
gularly, he thould begin with an Ouswork of Religion, on Pretence 
of fome Defect in its Conſtruction, that might prejudice the De- 
fence of the Fort itfelf. For inftance, let us fuppofe it to be that 
illuftrious Teftimony of Paganifm, recorded by Phlegon, for the 
unnatural Darknefs at the Crucifixion * Where fome Mathemati- 
cal Unbeliever might very fitly ferve him in the Poft of Engineer. 
When he had tried what could be made of this, he might then 
come clofer to his Work. 

And, as Mis AcrEs and Propmecigs are the two great Creden- 
tials of the Divine Legation of Jeſus, he might now proceed di- 
rectly to the Sap. 

And firſt, of the Miracles, The Diftempers cured by Jeſus were 
of two Sorts; Natural, and Supernatural. When the latter are re · 
moved, the other (as the Freethinkers tell us) are eafily dealt with. 
The Force of Imagination, in the Patient, might be fuppofed to 
go a great way; and Natural Virtue, in the Agent, a great way 
farther. Thus long fince (fay they) Diſtempers fled at Ve/pajian's 
Touch; and very lately at Abbé Paris’s Tomb: But, in the ſtill 
more famous Cafe of Greatrakes the Iriſb Stroker, both Cauſes feem’d 
to concur to produce the moft extraordinary Effects. But neither 
Natural Virtue, I wiſt, nor Force of Imagination, could fright the 
Devil. Here now is a Difficulty worthy of him, 


“ Nunc animis opus, Enea! nunc pectore firmo. 


® Seea Diſſertation on the Eclipfe mentioned by Pbicgen.—By A. A. Sykes, D. D. 
2732. 
What 
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What has he then to do, but, under pretence of freeing the Gof- 
pel-Hiftory from Superſtition, to write the Seripture Doctrine of 
Demoniacs ; that is, to perfuade us that there never was any? 
For you muft know, the Scripture Doctrine of a thing, is the 
Phrafe in faſhion, to prove—nothing. And in this Service he 
would have the hardy and valiant Hobbes for his Precurfor in 
the Kingdom of Darknefs t; or his Captain of Light-horfe d batre 
Veftrade. 

We have now only one Stroke more to perfect our Mine; and 
that Stroke is at Prophecies. Now Theology has divided the Pro- 
phecies, that relate to Jeſus, into Two Sorts; fuch as foretel his 
Miffion in a primary and literal Senfe, and fuch as foretel it only in 
a fecondary and figurative : But the Freethinkers aflure us there was 
no need of this Diviſion; for that all the Prophecies, which relate 
to Jefus, relate to him only in a fecondary and figurative Senfe. 
At this Open, then, comes in our Underminer ; and fhews f, 
that all Pretence of Prophecies to a double Meaning is ſenſeleſs and 
fanatical. And here he approaches under the Cover of the great 
Collins; who had fo deeply intrenched himfelf before the place, 
that he could not of a long time be forced; and our Underminer 
may be excufed if he too haftily § concluded, that therefore he 
never would, l 

I might now turn to the learned Doctor, as little concerned as 
he is in all this; and afk him whether this would not be doing 
like a Workman. I own him indeed a very incompetent Judge in 
fuch Matters. His Singlenefs of Heart, his Simplicity of Man- 
ners, his Zeal for Religion, his total Eftrangement from Free- 


See An Enquiry into the Meaning of the Demoniacs in the New Teflament, 
3737+ 

+ The Title given by Hobbes tothe Fourth Part of his Leviathan. 

t See The Principles and Connexion of Natural and Revealed Religion diftinly 
confidered. By A. A. Sykes, D. D. 1740. p. 221, & feq. 

§ Sce Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 643, & feq. [Vol. III. Book VI. 5 6. Ed. gto.) 
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thinkers and their Arts, make him very unfit to be appealed to 
on this Occafion. Yet methinks there is fomething fo ſtriking in 
the Sketch here chalked cut, that the moft unexperienced Man 
muft feel both its natural and moral Fitnefs for its End. Here we 
fee a cautious, indeed, but a regular, a fteddy, and determined 
Purpofe. The Approaches are made in form; The Trenches 
opened; the Battery played; the Breach ftormed ; and at laft the 
old hollow Fortrefs of Religion blown up into Air. If ever this 
fhould happen, my main Concern would be for old Mr. P. For 
what muft be that good Man’s Sorrows to fee the Abomination of 
Diſolulion flanding in the Holy Place; while he could ftart thus at 
bis own Shadow? For it muft be his own and not mine if he faw 
Infidelity fo near a Book, whofe Purpofe was to thew the ufe of 
Religion in general, to human Society; and the fuperior fitneis of 
Revealed Religion in particular: The Truth of the Fews/h, from 
the Adminiftration of an equal Providence; and the Truth of the 
Chriftian, from the Completion of Jui Prophecies concern- 
ing it. 
But now I talk of Prophecies, let me afk the learned Doctor; 
but, gently in his Ear, how it comes to pafs, that when it was the 
Subject of Prophecies only which occafioned all this Hoftility, he 
fhould leave my Confutation of his Difcourfe on Double Senfes un- 
anfwered; and turn his Pen to the Four Subjects above - inentioned? 
Did this Forbearance fuit a hand fo accuftomed to Slaughter ? or did 
this Referve indicate a Mind fo open to Conviétion? But perhaps in this 
he would emulate the great Scipio; who, when he had loft his own, had 
the Ccurage to carry the War into his Enemy’s Country. I muft pur- 
{ue him therefore with the fame Difadvantage that the Carthaginian 
left the rich Campania of Faly, to follow his Adverfary through the 
barren Sands of Afric. For the true Explanation of the Nature of 
the Double Senfe of Prophecies (of which I had thewn he had given 
a Notion deftructive of the Connexion between the Old and New 
Teſtament, through his Ignorance of the very Terms of the Quet- 
tion) 


OCCASIONAL REFLECTIONS. 481 


tion) is of the higheft Importance to Religion : whereas the Sub- 
jects, for the fake of which he hath forfaken this, are of infinitely 
leſs Importance. And thefe too he has handled in fo unufual a man- 
ner, that all we can collect from the firit of them, on tbe Conduct of 
the ancient Legiflators, is, that, in his Opinion, Mofes was but of 
the fame Species with the Pagan Lawgivers*: As to the Double 
Doctrine of the eld Philofophers, he has fairly thewn that he knew 
no more of it than of the Double Senſe of Prophecies: And with 
regard to Sir I. Newton's Chronology, he miftakes the very Quef- 
tion; imagining that I difputed the Truth of his Greek, inftead of 
his Egyptian Chronology. So that indeed there was nothing left 
that I could, in confcience, feize upon but his Ditcourfe ot the 
Turocracy of the Feus. And this, I fuppofe, was the ching, 
which, in his Anſwer to my Meffage, he alluded to, when he faid, 
that he thought One or Two of the Parts were more immediately 
** to the Purpofe to clear up.” 

I have another Reaton, too, to believe that he may efteem this 
the Forte of his new Excurſions. An extraordinary Providence to 


That Ido Dr. Sykes no wrong, when J fay he regards Mafes as of the fame Species, 
and puts him upon the very fame footing with the Heathen Legiflators, appears from 
his own Words: * This Doctrine [of a future State] was univerfally believed, Now 
st Maſct, asa Legiflator, was to lay down Laws to the Jews, and he was to incorporate 
** their National Religion into their Civil Law. This was done, sot by incu.cating what 
$t qwas univerfally received and believed by them; but by inculcating fuch Points as were te 
** make the National Religion of the Jews. An in this he did exacriy what other Legif- 
es lators did: what was usgrut ro THE Stats, he admitted into the Body of his Laws; 
4% and so FAR as it was ufeful to the State, BUT FURTHER THAN THAT NEITHER HE KOR 
% ZALEUCUS CONCERNED THEMSELVES,” p. 59, 60. In which fhort Period are con- 
tained theſe Four Propoſitions . Fbat it is not the Practice of Legiflaters to inculcate what 
ds wriverfally believed—That a future State does net make One Point of National Religion 
{And for a good Reaſon. Recaufej—Thar a future State is not afefal to Society Yer, 
Farther than the good of the State, Mofes concerned bist if no more than Zaleucus, er any 
other Heathen Legiflater———How much now has this Author to thank me for; when, 
inftead of expoſing the other Three Parts of his Book, which abound with thefe Beau- 
ties in every Page, I confined myfelf to this, where the natural Obfcurity of the Subject 
hides both his Blunders and his Blues ? 

Vou. VI. Q 9 9 Para 
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Particulars, though exprefsly promifed by, and, as I have fhewn, a 
neceflary Confequence of, the Law of Maſes; yet, partly from the 
Nature of the thing, and partly from miſtaken Paſſages of mifun- 
der ſtood Books of Scripture, is not entirely free from Objections. 
Here then he thought he could do ſomething; though it were but 
retailing the Objections of others. And truly, as ill as he has ma- 
naged thefe Advantages, he was not miftaken in his Choice. For 
the reſt—it is all over fuch Argument! and fuch Criticifm ! as 
one might well conceive fhould be referved to clofe the Scene 
of Letters in an Age like this; when every Science was retiring 
from its Profefors, to DicTIONARY-MAKERS and BOOKSELLERS. 


Remark I. 


He begins his Examination of the Nature of the Feuiſb Theocracy 
in this manner: This Form of Government of the Few, being 
“ properly called a Theocracy, there are two Points which Mr. 
t Warburton has largely confidered. The firſt is, in relation to the 
Origin, Continuation, and Duration of this Theocracy. The 
“ other is in relation to the Exercife of an extraordinary Providence 
“over particular Perfons, as well as over the State in general. In 
* relation to the former of thefe Points he tells us, That mof 
«c Writers ſuppeſe it to bave ended with the Fudges, but ſcarce any 
“ bring it lower than the Captivity: On the contrary, I bold that in 
«s frritl Truth and Propriety it ended not till the coming of Chrift, p. 
4 404. Here itis that he attacks Dr. Spencer’s Differtation on the 
s Jewiſb Theocracy, a Treatife by no means in the number of thofe 
«on which Spencer raifed bis Reputation: He goes on a wrong Hy- 
1 pothefis; be ufes weak Arguments; and be is confufed and inconfif- 
«s tent in bis Affertions, p. 414 +. Are we not now, from hence, to 
imagine, that Dr. Spencer was one of thofe Writers that ſuppoſed 
“the Theocracy to have ended with the Judges, or, at furtheft, 
s with the Captivity? And yet Mr. Warburton is forced to own 


„ Ed. 410. Vol. III. p. 69. + Ibid. p. 77. ies 
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te that Spencer c fuppofes” (I fay he pofitively afferts) t that fome 
« obfture Footfteps of it remained to the Time of Chrift. Yes, and 
s: longer too, for his Words are, ad extrema ufque politia fue tcm- 
s pora, i. e. quite to the latter Times of their Policy, even to the laf 
4 Times of expiring Yudaifm*.” I had obferved, that mof Writers 
Suppofe the Theocracy to bave ended with the Judges; ſcarce any 
bring it lower than the Captivity; I myfelf ſuppoſe it continued to the 
Time of Chrift: that Dr. Spencer wrote a weak and inconſpſtent 
Treatife on this Subject. Well, and what fays our Anſwerer to 
this? „ Are we not now (fays b ) from hence to MAGINE that 
“Dr. Spencer was one of thofe Writers that ſuppoſed the Theo- 
„ cracy to have ended with the Judges?“ What Demands of Ima- 
gination his Trade may have upon him is hard to fay. But, from 
my Words, a Reafoner would conclude nothing but that I meait to 
prove what I faid; namely, that Dr. Spencer’s Book of the Theo- 
cracy was weak and inconfiftent. Few Anfwerers have ftuck at a 
Miſrepreſentation; but then it was to carry on their Bufinefs, the 
Manufactory of falfe Argument. Our Examiner, on the contrary, 
ſeems to do it only to keep his hand in uſe; for Argument he could 
make none, though he had the laying together of his own Pre- 
miſſes. In a word, the whole is a ſtudied Mifreprefentation of all 
I faid on this Subject. The Method of which was as follows: 
Firft to thew [from p. 405 to 407 +], that the Theocracy conti- 
nued to the Time of Chrif. Secondly, to confute Le Clerc’s Argu- 
ments [from p. 407 to 414 ] for its ceafing with the Judges. And 
this makes up the body of the Diſcourſe concerning the Duration 
of the Theocracy. Having done this, I proceeded in thefe Words— 
Thus the Difpute ended [namely between Le Clerc and P. Simon) ; 
and for further Satigſaction Le Clerc refers us ta a Book of Spencer's, 
written profefedly upon this very Subject. It is bis Tract De Theo- 
cratia Judaica. I bat is to be found there, befides the Arguments 


„An Examination of Me. Warburton's Account, &c. 1656150. 
¢ Ed. gto. Vol. III. p. 69-——-71. 1 Ibid. p. 7177. 
2442 Le 
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Le Clerc borreteed from it, and which have been confidered already, 
I all nu, with fone Reluftancy, inform the Reader s. Then 1 go 
on to give a Character of this Trac, as quoted by the Examiner. 
And to juftify this Character, 1 confider what is there faid that 
may feem to contradi&t what I had before obferved concerning the 
Duration of the Tbeocracy. Now the Reader fees that this is only 
an Acceflory to the body of the Difcourfe, given, partly, to ener- 
vate the Authority which Le Clerc built upon it; and partly, to 
ſtrengthen and confirm what had been advanced by myſelf. Yet 
our fimple-minded Doctor, after having concealed all this, fays 
(quoting p. 404 +.) * Here it is that he attacks Dr. Spencer's Dif- 
* ſertation;“ whenas the very mention of Dr. Spencer does not 
commence till Fourteen Pages afterwards: And, as if that were 
not enough, goes on in this manner :—* Are we not now from 
hence to imagine chat Dr. Spencer was one of thofe Writers that 
*¢ fuppofed the Theocracy to have ended with the Judges? &c.— 
„And yet Mr. V. is ron co to own that Spencer ſuppoſes, &c. 
I thould not have been fo long in laying open fo immaterial a Cheat, 
but as it was convenient the Reader fhould, on his firſt Acquain- 
tance with our Doctor, be let a little into his Manners. 


II. 


But he will not only thew, that my arraigning Spencer was ab» 
ſurd; but that the Charge againft him is unjuſt. His firt Charge 
4 againſt him is, that he thought the Theocracy was eftablithed 
“ by degrees, and abrogated by degrees. A Conceit bighly abfurd 
“ (fays Mr. Warburton) as God was Legiflator. But wherein lies 
the Abſurdity of this gradual Progrefs and gradual Declenfion, 
s even in Cafes where God was Legiflator ? I fuppofe he will fay 
« that the Theocracy began at the inftant of the Horeb Covenant; 
“ and not when the Children of Ifrael were delivered from Egypt, 

» Divine Legat. Vol. II. p. 414. I Vol. III. p. 77. Ed. 4to.] 

+ Ed. gto. vol. III. p. 69. 
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“ and were firft under the immediate Protection of God. But 
‘+ Spencer INTENDED BY HIS WORD THEOCRACY, all the time that 
“the Fews were under the direct Power and immediate Domi- 
„nion of God; which certainly began at the Deliverance of the 
s Jews from Egypt, and was compleated in the higheft and fulleft 
s Senfe at the Horeb Covenant, when God was conftituted their 
“ King *.” I called Spencers Notion of the gradual Pregrefs and 
gradual Declenfon of a Theocracy, an Aksun DIT v. Ile fays, no: 
and how does he prove it is not? By ſhewing, that, by the Word 
Theocracy, Spencer meant a Thing which gradually arofe and gra- 
dually declined, But is not this the very Abfurdity 1 complain of? I 
call an Opinion abſurd: and He, to free it from this Cenfure, tells 
us —what that Opinion is. But as I do not fuppofe he will be ever 
able to anfwer my Queftion, I will try if I can anfwer his— 
t Wherein lies the Abſurdity of this gradual Progrefs and gradual 
Declenſion even in the Cafes where God was Legiſlator?“ The Ab- 
furdity, learned Sir, lies here: When God is pleafed to affume the 
Character of Civil Magiftrate, he muft, like all other Magiftrates, enter 
on his Office at once; and (as common Senfe requires) leave it at 
once. Now the Government, under fuch a Magiftrate, is, what 
we properly call a Tueocracy : therefore to talk of the gradual 
Progrefs and gradual Declenfion of this Mode of Civil Relation, is 
the fame Abturdity as to talk of the gradual Progreſi and gradual 
Declenfion of Paternity or any other Mode of Natural Relation. 
Whether this was a Blunder or a Sophifin, is of no Confequence ; 
if the Detection of it does but fhew the Reader what good Reafon 
I had to fuppofe, that the Theocracy began at the Inflant of the 
Horeb Covenant; and how much Spencer was miftaken in the ufe 
of the Term, if he intended by it, al? the Time that the Jews 
were under the direct Power and immediate Dominion of God. For, 
in that Cafe, he thould have uſed the Word Legiflature, and not 
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Theocracy.—But | had beft top here, left this new Diſtinction ſhould 
{till further embarras this able Advocate of Dr. Spencer. 


III. 


However, he goes on to ſupport his Reafoning in this manner 
„So when Dr. Spencer {peaks of its declining gradually—of the 
“© Government of God being lefened—of its making a nearer Approach 
4 to its ceafing, 1 think, if there be any Abfurdity or Isconfifiency 
s in this manner of ſpeaking, it may be juftified by Mr. Warburton’s 
4 own Authority. He himſelf tells us, that indeed in the Period 
4t immediately preceding their [the Jews] Captivity, on the gradual 
*¢ withdrawing the extraordinary Providence from them—they began 
** to entertain Doubts concerning God's further peculiar regard to them 
1 as bis chofen People, p. 400%. So that he here expreisly owns a 
% GRADUAL WITHDRAWING of the extraordinary Providence from 
“the Fews. And where is the Abfurdity of Dr. Spencer's gradual 
& Declenfion or Imminution of the Theocracy, which Mr. Warbur- 
t ton’s gradual withdrawing of the extraordinary Providence is not 
« liable unto? or was not the gradual withdrawing of the extra- 
*¢ ordinary Providence a proper Imminution of the Theocracy :* 
He is fo fond of this Argument that he repeats it again at p. 218. 
Dr. Spencer and Mr. Warsurton feem to exprefs themſelves 
“ fo exactly alike about the Imminution or THE THEOCRACY, that 
„one would wonder how it ſhould happen that Dr. Spencer: No- 
tion is a Conceit highly abfurd, and Mr. Varburton's thould be fo 
* confiftent, and eaſy, and natural.” To all this I anfwer, that our 
Advocate has here fairly convicted himfelf of a degree of Ignorance 
that I never would have ventured to fufpe& of him, which is, the 
not knowing the Difference between the Form or GOVERNMENT 
and the ADMINISTRATION of it. Now Dr. Spencer talked of a 
gradual Decline of the Form of Government; which I thought ab- 
ſurd. J, of the gradual Decline of the Adminifration of it; which, 

Ed. gto. Vol. III. p. st, 82. 
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whether it be equally abſurd. may be feen by a parallel Inſtanee.— 
For though, not long fince, I {poke of Parallels, Similitudes, and 
Refemblances, as weak Inftruments for the Difcovery of Truth; 
yet they are often of more ufe than better things for the Deteétion 
of Falfhood. If I fhould fay then, that there was, during the 
Reigns of James the Firft and Charles the Second, a gradual withe 
drawing the Proteion of the People, and the equal Adminiſtration 
of Juſtice; 1 ſhould ſpeak, J prefume, both Senfe and Truth : Yet 
if O'dmixon himſelf ſhould affirm that there was, during this Pe- 
riod, a gradual withdrawing of the Menarcby; I ſliould go near to 
fay, he talked as much like a Fool in this, as he talks like a Knave 
in moft other Parts of his Hiftory. 


IV. 


Well, but our Advocate will go further; and thew, that though 
Dr. Spencer be confiftent, yet l am not.. I will obferve further 
(fays be) Dr. Spencer maintains that fome obſcure Footfteps of the 
“© Theocr acy remained even to the Time of Chrift. And Mr. Varbur- 
+ ton holds it ended not till the coming of Chrift, p. 404. 417% Dr. 
+ Spencer is confiftent ; but it is far from being clear that Mr. Mar- 
«c burton is fo. For He hath told us, that in the Period immedi- 
“ ately preceding the Captivity, there was a gradual withdrawing 
s of the extraordinary Providence, p. 400 +. In another Place he 
e tells us, that after their perfect Settlement on their return from Cap- 
«s tivity (when we know, fiom the Courfe and Progrefs of God's Oe- 
«t conomy, the extraordinary Providence would ceaſt) we bear no more 
« of it amongft them, nor did they make the leat Pretence to it, though 
«e they now adbered much more firiĉlly to their Religion, than they bad 
«e ever done before. They pretended not—to either Prophets, Oracles, 
e or extraordinary Difpenfations, p. 440 $. Here Mr. Warburton men- 
« tions the Misfortune at Bethſura, caujed by the Sabbatical Tear; a 
“ Misfortune of which we have no Inftance before the Captivity, and 
10 therefore a plain Proof, that the extraordinary Providence was in- 

Ed. to. Vol. III. Book V. § 2. 4 Ibid. p. 52. bid. p. 118. 
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“ deedwithdrawn, p. 440 *. Again; The extraordinary Providence 
** kept gradualiy decaying, tiil on their Jull Sett/ement after their Re- 
turn it entirely ceafed, p. 445 +. From thefe aſſertions of Mr. Iar- 
s burton J argue, that it the EXTRAORDINARY PROVIDENCE en- 
« tirely ceaſed on the full Settlement of the Yews after their Return, 
* it ceafed fome Centuries at leaſt before the Days of Chrif; aud 
„ CONSEQUENTLY the THzocracy mutt have ceafed fome Centu- 
4s ries before the Days of Chrif. Fow then is Mr. Warburton more 
* confiftent about the Duration of the Theocracy than others are, 
** fince he pleads for its Continuance till Cér/’s Time, and yet 
maintains that it entirely ceaſed fo long before his Time 1? 
The Argument, we fee, gathers as it rolls. In the beginning, 
The ceafing of an extracrdinary Providence only implied, in con/e- 
quence the ceafing of the Theocracy. But, before we get to the end 
of the Sentence, an extraordinary Providence and a Theocracy are 
one and the fame thing. Mr. Warburten pleads for its [a Theo- 
** cracy’s} Continuance till C5,% s Time, and yet maintains that 
611 entirely ceafed fo long before his Time.” Thus again to the 
fame purpofe at p.178. Or by what Rule does he form a Judg- 
„ment that WHAT was gradually decaying to the Captivity, was 
s entirely to ceaſe after their Return and full Settlement; and yet 
s was to continue till Criſts Time?“ —Nay, if he begins to talk 
of Rules, let me afk him by what Rule he found out, * that a Mo- 
1 narchy and an exact Adminifiration of Juſtice are one and the fame 
“ thing?” I ſuppoſe by the Genus generaliſimum of the Schools; 
and might be borrowed, for aught I know, of a certain Predeceſ- 
for of his in the Church of Sarum, who, when the Bifhop (to 
whom he was conftruing in the Latin Teftament) afked him what 
the Word Argentum was governed of, replied, Of God Almighty, 
who governs all things.” But Times are changed, and now Argen- 
dum governs in its turn. The truth is, our Examiner was thus 


Ed. gto. vol. III. p. 118. + Ibid, vol. III. p. 122. 
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grievoufly mifled by the Ambiguity of the Engiiſs Word tne Go- 
VERNMENT ; which fignifies either the Mone of Civil Policy, or 
the ADMINISTRATION of it. But was this to be expected in a Man 
who had been all his Life - long writing asour Government? 

Yet thus he runs along, pufhing his own Blunder before him, 
from Page to Page. And ſtill, as if unwilling to leave it, is at laft 
hardly content to recapitulate his Argument in the following man- 
ner. What now is the difference between thefe Two GREAT 
s Men? Dr. Spencer has dated the Abatement of the Theocracy 
from the End of the Time of the Judges: Mr. Warburton allows 
sc that Under the Judges ır was perfedtly equal. Dr. Spencer fays 
that the Theocracy fuffered fome Imminution under David and 
s Solomon: Mr. Warburton fays, when the People demanded a King 
„there was a great Abatement in the Vigour of THis extraordinary 
4 Providence. At lat Mr. Warburton owns a total ceſſation upon 
the return of the Jews from Captivity; and to the time of the 
1 Captivity, a gradual Decay. Dr. Spencer fays, there was a gra- 
“ dual Imminution of the Theocracy ; but as for a total Ceflation 
“* before Cbriff's Time, he was not INCONSISTENT ENOUGH to main- 
s tain that . What muft we do with our Doctor under this 
ftrange Idioſyncraſy? The general Cafe of fuch kind of Writers, 
when they ftumble, is to run inſtinctively, as it were, from their 
own Blunders. But our Doctor delights to dwell upon his, affeéts 
to enjoy them, though but for a Moment, returns again and again 
to them, as if enamoured of his own Image, in them. 


V. 

But now for a Mafter-ftroke; worthy an Anfwerer by Profefion. 
¢¢ Jt [the extraordinary Providence) had ceafed (/ays be) fome hun- 
* dred of Years before Chrif came; as Mr. Varburton over and 
& over confeſſes. The Difficulty then is to thew that the Theocracy 
« continued, or, ended not till the coming Chriſt; p. 404 +° 


Exam. of Mr. W's Account, Oc. p. 177. 
+ Ed. gto. vol. III. p. 69. 
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Perhaps Mr. Varburton will diftinguith between the ceafing of 
t the Téeocracy, and the ceaſing of the Extraordinary Providence: 
„He may fay that the Tbrocracy continued till the coming of Chrif z 
“ the Extraordinary Providence entirely ceafed at the full Settlement 
* after the return of the Fews from their Captivity. Let us then 
„grant that the Theseracy revived after the return from the Captivi- 
“ ty, as he tells us, p.416*. And that shut Diſpenſation of Provi- 
se dence feon ceafed after the Re-cflablifbment ; ibid. We are ſtill as 
“ much in the Dark as ever; nor will this Diſtinction help the Mat- 
ter, or free Mr. Warburton from great Self.contradiction. For 
sc he tells us, one Necessary Confeguence [of a Theocracy] was an 
„ EXTRAORDINARY Provipence. For the Affairs of a People 
under a Theocracy being adminiftered by GOD as Kino; and bis 
« peculior and immediate Adminifiration in human Affairs being what 
s ave call an Extraordinary Providence, it follows that an Extraor- 
4 dinary Providence muf NeEDs be exercifed over fuch a People. My 
s Meaning is, that if the Jews were really under a Theocracy, they 
«c were really under an Extraordinary Providence. —In a Word, they 
4 muft be either both true or both falfe, but fill in ſeparable; p. 419 +. 


If this be the Cafe, then it is plain that a Theocracy cannot be 
4 without an Extraorainary Providence. But then Mr. rburton 
1 has fhewn, and at large inſiſts upon it, that the Extraordinary 
Providence EN1IRELY CEASED ſeveral hundred Years before Chrift’s 
coming: Nay he fays, that he knows from the Courfe and Pro- 
“ grefs ot God's Ceconomy, that the Extraordinary Providence 
“ wouLD ceafe at the full Sctslement of the Jews after their return 
s from the Captivity; p. 440}. He has likewife proved by feveral 
“© Arguments, shat the Theocracy continued even to the coming of 
“ Chrift; P. 417, 418§. By this means we are left in inextri« 
cable Difficulti.s: For firk we have a Theocracy ſubſiſting 
many hundred Years without an extraordinary Providence, 


Ed. gto, vol. III. p. 79. + Ibid. p. 98. 
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& viz. from the Settlement of the ews, after their return, 
“to the time of Corf: And confequently, Secondly, a Toeo- 
«s cracy wherein an Extraordinary Providence NeEens not be ex- 
s erciſed. Thirdly we have a Theocracy without a Nac essary 
t Consequence of a Theocracy, i. e. without an extraordinary 
Providence. And whereas he aſſerts that the Theocracy and ex- 
t traordinary Providence muf be either Both true or Both falfe, but 
« fill inſeparable. He himfilf has fhewn them to be fiparable, by 
% fhewing that the one did in fact fubiift without. the other for fo 
„many hundred Years as were between the Settlement of the Jews 
0 after their return from Captivity and the coming of Chrif +.” 


The firft thing I thall obferve is, that the Theocracy and the Ex- 
traordinary Providence are now become two again, after they had 
been fo long one. But who can help it! The Author of The Di- 
vine Legation would needs have them, swo. However he will ftll 
fhew they are infeparable; and that, from the Author’s own Con- 
feflion.—I have here quoted him Word for Word, without the 
omiſſion of a Syllable; that when we fee what he was refolved not 
to fee, we may the better judge of what he meant, by a Mind open 
to Conviétion : no more, I dare fay, than a Man who bad been often 
convicted; though never perhaps before in fo flagrant an Inftance. 
—The Truth is, 1 had exprefsly and particularly confidered and 
confuted this very Objection, in the 420th + Page of the fecond Vo- 
lume of The Divine Legation, where (on the Words.——They [the 
Theocracy and extraordinary Providence] muf be either both true or 
beth falfe, but fill infeparable, Words which our Examiner has 
twice quoted) I have this Note at the bottom of the Page—Tde 
Thing bere affı ted bas been miſunderſtood, as contradicting what I after- 
wards obferve concerning the gradual Decay and total Extinction of the 
extraordinary Providence, while the Theocracy yet exified. But when 
I fay an extraordinary Providence was one neceſſary Confequence of 
a Theocracy, J muf needs mean that it was fo in its original Conflitue 
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+ Ed. gto. vol. III. p. 98. 


Rrr 2 tion, 


492 REMARKS ON SEVERAL 


tion, and in the cfablifoed Nature of Things: Not that in this, which 
was matter of Compact, the contravening Acis of one Party might not 
make a Separation. For as this extraordinary Providence was, befides, 
a Reward for Obedience to the Theocracy, it became fubjeEt to a For- 
Jeiture by Difobedience and Rebellion, though Subjection to the Govern- 
ment fill continued. To illuftrate this by a domeftic Inſtance: A Vaice 
in the ſupreme Council of the Kingdom is the neceffary Confequence of an 
Englith Barony ; yet they may be ſeparated by a judicial Sentence; and 
acſually bave been fo, as in the Cafe of the famous Lord Bacon, who 
was deprived if bis Seat in the Houfe of Lords, and yet held his Barony. 
This was the fpecific Puniſpment of the rebellious Iſraelites. They 
were deprived of the extraordinary Providence; and yet held ſubject 
to the Theocracy, as appears from the Sentence pronounced upon them 
by the Mcuth of the Prophet Ezekiel: Ye pollute yourſelves with your 
% Idols even unto this Day: and ſball I be enquired of by you, O Houfe 
* of Iſrael? As I live, faith the Lord God, I will not be enquired 
of by you. And that which cometh into your Mind ſhall not 
“ be at all, that ye fay, we will be as the Heathen, as the Fami- 
“ lies of the Countries to ferve Wood and Stone. At I live, faith 
“ the Lord, with a mighty Hand, with a ftretched-out Arm, and 
« with Fury poured out, will I rule over you. And I will bring. 
you out from the People, and will gather you out of the Coun- 
s tries wherein ye are ſcattered, with a mighty Hand, and with a 
s fretched-out Arm, and with Fury poured out, And I will bring 
“ you into the Wildernefs of the People, and there will I plead with 
ss you Face to Face. Like as I pteaded with your Fathers in the 
„ Wildernefs of the Land of Egypt, fo will I plead with you, faith 
“ the Lord. And I will caufe you to pafs under the Rod. And E 
« will bring you into the Bonn oF THE CovENANT.” Chap. xx. 
ver, 31—37. It is bere, we fee, denounced that the extraordinary 
Providence ſbould be withdrawn ; or, in Scripture Phrafe, that God 
would not be enquired of by them; that they ſbeuld remain in the 


Condition of their Fathers in the Wildernefs, when the extraordinary 
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Providence, for their fignal Difobedience, was for fome time fufpended. 
But for all that, though they frrove to difperfe themfelves among ft the 
People round about, and projected in their Minds to be as the lea- 
then, and the Families of the Countries to ferve Wood and Stone, 
yet they foould fill be beld under the Government of a Theocracy : 
which, when adminifired without its naturally attendant Blefing of an 
extraordinary Providence, was, and was juflly called, the Ron and 
Bonp oF THE CovENANT *. He is now fairly and openly con- 
vitted. What ſhall be his Puniſnment? That, which hath proved, 
hitherto, his Reader's; To write on. 


VI. 


He proceeds, Mr. Warburton’s fecond Objection againft Dr. 
s Spencer is—in his Arguments for the Abolition of the Theocracy, 
4 inflead of attempting to prove it on the great Principles of Civil 
Policy, the only way of determining the Queftion with Certainty, he 
` «e infifis much on the Difufe of Urim and Thummim, Cc. He brings 
ss the D:/potie Power of the Kings, as another Argument, which I 
4 think proves the very contrary. For were thefe Kings the Viceroys 
4 God, whofe Power was Defpotic, theirs muf neceffarily be the 
«s fame z not fo, if Monarchs in their own right; p. 415 +.—In his Are 
+s guments for the Abolition of the Theocracy.— Has Dr. Spencer any 
„ Arguments for the Abolition of the Theocracy before the Days 
of Chrif? He has no fuch Arguments; nor, I dare fay, never 
thought of fuch a Topic; becauſe he tells us it continued to the 
s¢ laft Times of their Policy. He has indeed a Section about the 
1 Duration of the Theocracy, in which he lays down four Thefes, 
„ about the gradual declining of the Theocracy: And in one of 
* them he fhews it was not at an End in Saul and David's Days, 
“ becaufe in their Time the divine Oracle was conſulted; that in 
64 So. omon' Tune, there was a difufe of Urim and Tbummim, which 
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“ wasa moft eminent Pledge and Indication of the divine Govern- 
„ment: From this he concludes it nearer apancpe, to a dilap- 
“ pearing. But fince he allows it to continue for a thoufand or 
„eleven hundred Years after this, how is it possiBLe for him to 
bring Arguments for the Abolition of the Theocracy from the 
% Urim and Thummim? He could mean only an Abatement *.” 
Lear now, my own Words, fairly printed together, in The Divine 
Legation; and let the Reader believe it, if he can. This Treatije is 
by no Means in the number of thofe on which Spencer raifed his Repu- 
tation. He goes on a wrong Hypothefis; he ufes weak Arguments ; 
and be is confufed and INCONSISTENT in bis Affertions. 1. He chinks 
the Tkeocracy was eftublifoed by Degrees and abrogated br Degrees. 
A Conceit highly abfurd, as God was Legiflator. He thinks the firft 
Step to its Introduction was the delivery at the Red · ſea; and the firft 
Step to its Abolition, the Iſraelites demand of bim a King: That it was 
more impaired when Saul and David got Poffefion of the Throne: That 
it approached much nearer its End when it became hereditary, under 
Solomon: And yet, for all this, that fome obfcure Footfteps of it re- 
mained even to the time of Chrift. 2. In bis Argument for the 
ABOLITION of the Theocracy, inflead of employing the great Principles 
of civil Policy, the only Means of determining the Qufton with cer- 
tainty, be infifts much on the Difufe of Urim and Thummim, Ge. 
He brings the defpotic Power of the Kings as another Argument; which, 
I think, proves juf the contrary. For were thefe Kings the Viceroys 
of God, whofe Power was defpotic, their Power mufi neceſſarily be fo 
too: not fo, if Monarchs, in their own Right. 3. Tough as we ob- 
Served, Spencer, in the fecond Section of the fourth Chapter, /up- 
pofes a gradual Decay of the Theocracy ; and that even ſome obfcure 
Footfleps of it remained to the Time of Chrift; yet in the following 
Section be all the way ARGUES UPON THE SUPPOSITION OP AN AB- 
SOLUTE AND ENTIRE ABROGATION by the cflablifoment of the Kings +. 


Examination of Mr. W's Account, p. 182, 183. 
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And in evidence of this laft Affertion, I quote at the bottom of the 
Page theſe following Words of Dr. Spencer.—‘* Regiminis hujus 
„ MUTATI vel ABROGATI caufa principalis—De regiminis hujus 
„ ABROGATI effectu vel eventu breviter diſſerendum eſt.— O. 
Spen. p. 241. 243. Vol. I. 

This then is the whole of what I faid of Dr. Spencer on this occa- 
fion. Where the Reader fees, my fole Purpoſe was to prove my 
Aſlertion, that Dr. Spencer argued weakly and inconfif-atl. In the 
firſt Paragraph, I thew his Arguments for a gradual Decay are weak. 
In the fecond that his Arguments for an Abolition are as weak. And 
in the third, that he was inconſiſtent, talking one while of the con- 
tinuance of it to the time of Cri? ; and another, of its Abrogation 
under the Kings. Now what fays our learned Doctor to all this? 
Why in the firft place, he detaches the fecond Paragraph from the 
firft and third; though they all relate to, and conne & with one 
another; and quotes it alone as if intire and independent. With 
ſuch a Liberty the Reader would reaſonably think he might have 
made ſome fhew at leaft of an Argument: But, by the good Pro- 
vifion of Nature, his Head was made an exact Tally to hi, Heart. 
I had faid that Spencer talked inconfiftently in, firft, fuppofing a 
gradual Decay and Continuance to the Time of Chrif ; aud yet fay- 
ing that it was adrogated under the Kings. What is his Antwer? 
* Since Spencer allows it to continue for a thoufand or eleven hun- 
« dred Years after Solomon’s Time, how is it possisLeE for him to. 
* bring Arguments for the Abolition of the Theocracy from the- 
“ difufe of Urim and Thummim? He couLD MEAN only an Abate- 
“ ment.” That is in plain Engliſt.— How is it pofible a Man fhould. 
contradi&t himfelf? Or in ftill plainer—Your Charge of Incon- 
sistency muft be falfe, otherwife Dr. Spencer would be 1ncon- 
SISTENT.. 


VIL “The 
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VII. 


The third Objection of Mr. Warburton (fays our Doctor) is, 
* that though Spencer in one place ſuppeſes a gradual Decay of the 
4% Theoracy, and that even fome obfcure Footfieps of it remained to the 
“ Time of Chrift, yet in the following Section be all the way argues upon 
40 the Suppofition of an abfolute and entire Abrogation by the Eflabl Jh- 
ment of the Kings, p. 416. Here again is Dr. Spencer much 
„ MISREPRESENTED, from not conſidering what he MEANT by the 
% ABROGATION of God's Government. Not that the Theocracy 
entirely ceafed; but the Government received an ALTERATION 
4 and ABATEMENT. And therefore he uſes more than once the 
1 Phrafe of Regiminis mutati, in this very Section, and tells us that 
„hen the Mraelites defired a King bac in re Deus ab arte regis 
«s politici non recgſit. God DID NOT RECEDE FROM THE ART of a 
*¢ political Governor, but confented to their Requefts in order to 
“ avoid a greater Evil. Where is the Abfurdity or Inconfiftency 
*¢ of this Way of reafoning, unlefs Abrogation is made to ſiguify a 
*¢ total Abolition; and Duration is to be conſtrued Ceffation + ? 

4 Spencer (fays be) is much mifreprefented ; he did not mean by 
4 ABROGATION a CEASING, but an ALTERATION and ABATE+ 
“went.” In the frf place then, it feems that when one charges 
an Author with Contradiction in his Expreſſions; if he had a Mean- 
ing, that was confiftent, he is much mifreprefented, A good com- 
modious Principle for the whole Clafs of Anfwerers! Secondly, he 
fays that Abrogation (regimen abrogatum] does not fignify ceafing. 
Where did he get his Latin? Cicero, Livy, and all the Roman 
Writers, Lawyers as well as Philofophers, ufe it only in the Senfe 
of Diffolution, Abolition, and the entire ceafing of an Office or 
Command. What then does it fignify? why it fignifies an ALTE- 
RATION AND ABATEMENT. But now, Where did he get his 


Ed. gto. vol. III. p. 79. 
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Engli ? What! Is an Alteration of Government only an Abate- 
nent of it? The Alteration of a Theocracy we underftand: But 
what is the Abatement of it? That indeed I cannot tell. But 
this I know, that we have here a fufficient Proof of what l laid to 
his Charge, that he perpetually confounds the Mode of Govern- 
ment with the Adminiftration of it: Alteration being applicable to 
the former; and Abatement, only to the latter. Thirdly he fays— 
€s and THEREFORE Spencer uſes more than once the Phrafe of regi- 
“ minis MUTATI in this very Section.”—TLerefore! Wherefore? 
why, becaufe, by abrogati he meant only abated; therefore he ufes 
mutati, more than once, to explain himfelf; that is to fay, becaufe, 
by totum, I mean pars; THEREFORE I ufe omne, more than once, 
to explain my Meaning. Well, if he did not fatisfy us before ; 
he has done it now. But Abrogation muft not only fignify Proro- 
gation, but, what is more, mutati mutt fignify immutati. Till now 
we thought that mutatus had fignified changed; a groſs Mifrepre- 
Jentation, fays he; it fignifies unchanged, though indeed abated or 
diminithed. 
Fourthly, he fays that Spencer tells us, when the I/raelites deſired 
% King bac in re Deus ab arte regis politici non recęſſit; God did 
*¢ not recede from the Art of a Political Governor. This the 
Reader is to take as a Proof of Spencer's holding that God did not 
give up bis Office; and confequently, that there could be no Aöro- 
gation; for we have here to do with a very ſubtile Reafoner.—Seri- 
oufly, the Blunder is a delightful one! ab arte regis Politici non re- 
cefit, according to our Critic, fignifies, that God did not recede 
from the Art or Exercife of Governing; or did not throw up his 
Office. He has tranflated the Words, we fee, verbatim ; fo that it 
is a little hard when he ftuck fo clofe to his Text, he thould be 
thrown fo wide from its Meaning: which is, indeed, no more than 
this, that God condefcended to ufe the Addrefs of Political Monarchs, 
who, when they cannot ftop or repel a Torrent, contrive to elude 
it. And “ where/fays be) is the Abfurdity or Inconfiftency of this 
„ way of reafoning ?”—Nay, for that matter, the Reafoning is full 
Vor, VI. Sss as 
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as good as the Tranflation. But here he ſhould have ftopp’d. For 
fo fatal is his Expreffion, when the Fit is upon him, that he can- 
not afk quarter for one Blunder without committing another—* un- 
“*lels ABRoGATION is made to fignify a total ARoLITION, and 
** Duration is conftrued to be Cessation i” I can find (/ays be) 
no Abturdity or Inconfiftency in Dr. Spencer without perverting the 
common Signification of Words.—This is his Argument —Without 
calling Duration, Ceffation—{o far is well. But he goes on—and, 
Abrogation, Abolition, And here he finks again. For Abrogation was 
Abclition, in all Nations and Languages, till Dr. Sykes firft pleaded 
in ABATEMENT. 

In a word, the Charge, againſt Spencer was of Abfurdity and Con- 
tradicion iu one Inftance amidft a thouſand Excellencies. Dr, Sykes 
aſſumes the Honour of his Defence. But with what Judgment he 
foon lets us underftand, when he can find no other. Part of that im- 
mortal Book to do himfelf the Credit of fupporting than his Treatife 
of the Tbeocracy. Like the ancient Advocate of Cicero, who, while 
that great Man's Character was torn in pieces by his Enemies, the 
Flatterers of Odfavius, would needs vindicate.him from the Wart 
upon his Nofe, againſt his Friends. 

Hitherto the Controverfy was uunatural. Dr. Sykes became Ad: 
vocate for Spencer againſt an Accufation brought by the Author of 
The Divine Legation, But Both foon return again to their proper. 
Buſinefs: He to objecting againſt the extraordinary Providence of. 
Heaven; J, to a Defence of this certain and neceſſary Confequence 
of a Theocracy. 


VIII. 


Let us now proceed (fays the learned Doctor) to the fecond Point, 

‘* which relates to the Exercife of an extraordinary Providence over 
«s particular Perſons as well as over the State in general. The Scrip- 
** ture Reprefentation of the Theocracy, as Mr. Warburton aſſures us, 
„as, 1. over the State in general : and 2. over private Men in partie 
7 s cular, 
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t cular, p. 434. I have no Doubts about the former of thefe 
“ Cafes: For where a Law was given by God, and he condefcended 
€ to become King of a Nation, and a folemn Covenant was en- 
4s tered into by the People, and by God, as their King, and where 
“ Bleffings were folemnly promifed upon Obedience to the Law, 
or Curfes were denounced upon Diſobedience: and this by one 
“ who was able to execute whatever he engaged; no Doubt can 
t be about the reciprocal Obligations, or about God's performing 
6 his Part of the Obligation, fince it is his Property not to lie nor 
* deceive. Temporal Rewards and Punifhments being then the 
& SanQion of the Jewiſb Law, thefe muft be difpenfed by God fo 
«as to make the State happy and flourithing if they kept the 
s¢ Law, or elfe miferable if they difobeyed it. If they obferved aud 
did all the Commandments, which God commanded them, God 
had engaged to make them bigh above all Nations which be had 
« made, in Praiſe, and in Name, and in Honour; and if Enemies rofe 
s up againft them, the Lord would caufe them to be ſinitien. On the 
4 other hand, if they grew negligent of the Law, or went afide 
« from any of the Words commanded them—to ferve other Gods, then 
the Lord was to fend Curfing, Vexation, and Rebuke in all Tunov 
«s fette tuine Hand unto for to do, until Thou be deftroyed and until 
6 THOU perifh quickly. The Bleſſings and Curfes were general 
“and national, agreeable to the Character of a King, and a legal 
*¢ Adminiftration : Such as related to them as a People; and not 
40 to particular Perſons +.” 

Here, he affures us, he has no Doubts about the extraordinary 
Providence over the State in general.” And he tells us his Rca- 
fon,—Becaufe the Law was given by God, and he condefcended 
4 to become the King of the Nation, by a ſolemn Covenant made 
s with the People.” This, I fay, is his Reaſon, when taken out 
of the Verbiage of his Expreſſion. Now if it can be proved that 
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this very Reaſon holds equally ſtrong for an extraordinary Provi- 
dence over Part.culars, this fecond Point, as he calls it, will be foon 
decided between us. In order to this, let me afk him what thofe 
Reaſons are whereby he infers that, from God's becoming King of a 
Nation, he muft adminifter an extraordinary Providence over the 
State in general, which do not equally conclude for God's admi- 
niftring it over Particulars? Is not his Inference founded upon 
this, That where God condefeends to affume a Civil Character, he 
condefcends to adminifter it in a Civil Manner? Which is done 
by extending his Care over the Whole. If our Doctor fays, his 
Inference is not thus founded; 1 muft then beg leave to tell him, 
that he has no Foundation at all to conclude, from God's being 
King, that there was an extraordinary Providence exerted over the 
State in general. If he fays, it is thus founded; then I infer, upon 
the fame grounds, an extraordinary Providence over Particulars, 
For the Juſtice of the regal Office is equally concerned in extending 
its Care to Particulars as to the State in general. It may be atked 
then, what hindered our Examiner from feeing fo ſelf. evident a 
Truth? I reply, an old inveterate Blunder, with which he firft 
fet out; and which yet fticks to him. I have obſerved above what 
Confufion he ran into by not being able to diftinguith between the 
Form of Government and the Adminifiration of it. Here again he 
makes the fame blind work from not feeing the Difference between 
a Legiflator and a King. For where a Law (fays be) was given 
„by God, and he condefcended to become the Kine of a Na- 
tion, &c.” implying that, in his Opinion, the giving a Law, 
and the becoming a King, was one and the fame thing. Hence it 
was, that as the Legiflative Power, in the Inftitution of good Laws, 
extends its Providence only over the State in general, he concluded, 
that the executive Power, in the Adminiſtration of thoſe Laws, 
does no more. Which brings him to a Concluſon altogether worthy 
the Abilities exerted in the Dilucidation of his Premiffese—* The 
“* Bleffings and Curfes (fuys be) were general and national, AGREE- 

“ ABLE 
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* ABLE TO THE CHARACTER OF A KING AND A LEGAL ADMI- 
* NISTRATION. —-\WVhat! Is it only agreeable to the Character of 
a King and a legal Adminiftration to take Care of the State in ge- 
neral, and not of Particulars ? So, according to this new Syftem of 
Policy, it is agreeable to the Conſtitution of England to fit out 
Fleets, to protect the Public from Inſults, and to ena& Laws to 
encourage Commerce; but not to erect Courts of Equity, or to 
fend about itinerant Judges. What makes our Examiner’s Igno- 
rance in this matter the more inexcufable is, that I had pointed out 
to him this Dfinction, in the following Paflage ; the former Part 
of which he has quoted, but dropt the latter, as if determined that 
neither himfelf nor Reader ſhould be the better for it. My Words 
are theſe: It [the extraordinary Providence] it reprefentéd as admi- 
nifed, 1. over the State in general. 2. Over private Men in parti- 
cular, And fuch a Reprefentation we flould expect to find from the 
Nature of the Republic; BECAUSE AS AN EXTRAORDINARY Provi- 
DENCE OVER THE STATE NECESSARILY FOLLOWS Gop’s BEING 
THEIR TUTELARY Dery [in which Capacity he gave them Laws]; 
80 AN EXTRAORDINARY PROVIDENCE TO PARTICULARS FOLLOWS. 
AS NECESSARILY FROM HIS BEING THEIR SUPREME MAGISTRATE*. 
Here then I might fairly leave him, having proved my Pofition on 
the very fame Principles, and in the very fame manner, he has. 
proved hisown. But let us hear him out. 


IX. 


He proceeds to tell his Reader what is the Queſtion between us. 
But we now know enough of him to · be upon our guard whenever 
he begins to tell his Story. And, in truth, it is no more than 
needs. For here he tops his Part. The Queftion then (/ays Le): 
that now is to be conſidered is, whether an extraordinary Pro- 
6 vidence was adminiftrcd to Particulars in fuch a manner, that 


* Divine Legation, Vol. II. p. 436. (See Vol. III. p. 112, Ed. gto.) 
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1 no Tranferefor cfeaped Punifoment, nor any Obferver of the Law 
e bis Reward, This was the State of the Jews under an 
equal Providence, as Mr. #urdurtontells us, p. 452 *, and by this 
“© means buman Affairs might be kept in good order without the Doc- 
se trins of a future State of Rewards and Punifoments, That God did 
“ blefs particular Perfons amongſt the Fees, as well as now he does 
4 in all Nations, is certain; But that he fo diſpenſed his Favours, 
“as that #9 Obferver of the Law miffed bis Reward, nor did any 
1 Tranfgrefor efcape Punifbment, is far from being clear. The Na- 
* tion, conſidered as a Nation, had this peculiar to it, that when 
they did evil in the fight of the Lord, they were delivered into 
** the Hands of their Enemies. When they repented and put away 
„the ftrange Gods from amongſt them and ſerved the Lord, they 
‘© were delivered. Iuſtances of this are frequent in the Book of 
Judges, and in the Hiſtory of the Kings of Ifrael. But if 
s“ we defcend to an extraordinary Providence over Particulars, 
“even in thofe Times, 1 do not remember what will amount to 
6 Proof +.” 

He fays the Queftion between us is. Whether an extraordinary 
Providence to Particulars was adminiſtred In sucH A MANNER, 
s that no Tranſgreſſor eſcaped Punifhment, nor any Obferver of the 
“ Law miffed his Reward.” On the contrary, he himſelf owns, 
in the very preceding Paragraph, that the Queftion between us is 
fimply this, whether the extraordinary Providence was only over 
the State in general; or whether it extended to Particulars. And 
on that occafion fairly quotes the Paflage where I ftated the Na- 
ture of this extraordinary Providence. Nay, in the very Paragraph 
juft quoted from him, he owns, in Concluſion, that the Queftion 
is about an extraordinary Providence over Particulars; without con- 
fining or extending it to this or that Mode; for he denies the very 
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thing itfelf. What then are we to fuppofe was his Drift in changing 
the State of the Queftion ; and telling us now, that it is, whether 
the extraordinary Providence was adminiftred Id suctt A MANNER 
“ that no Tranſgreſor efcaped Punifhment, nor any Objferver of the 
% Law mifed bis Reward ?” What think you? But to introduce a 
cominodious Fallacy under an ambiguous Expreflion ; that fhould 
be always at hand to anfwer his Occaſions? Which, we thall find 
as we go along, this always is. And indeed the cautious Reader 
(and I would advife no other to have to do with him) will ſuſpect 
no lefs, when he obferves that the Words, [no Tranſgreſſor efcaped 
Punifbment, nor any Obſerver of the Law miffed bis Reward] quoted 
from me, are not to be found in that place where I ftated the 
Nature of the extraordinary Providence; but in another, Where 
I {peak of the Conſequences of it, in theſe Words. Me have ſbewn 
at lurge in the firft Volume, that under a common or unequal Provi- 
vidence, civil Government could not be fupported without a Religion, 
teaching a future Stale of Reward and Punifoment.. Aud it is the 
great Purpofe of this Work to prove, that the Mofaic Religion wanting 
that Dotirine, the Jews muf neceffarily have enjoyed an equal Pr-vi. 
dence under which boly Scripture reprefents them to have lived. Ann 
THEN, no Tranfgreffor eſcaping Puniſbment, nor any Objerver of the 
Law miling bis Reward, buman Affairs muf be kept in good order 
without the isoétrine of a future State . What now has this An- 
Swerer by Prefeſſion done? He has taken the Words [no Tran/greffor 
eſcaping Punifhment, nor any Obferver of the Law miffing bis Reward] 
from their natural place, mifreprefented their Purpoſe, and given 
them to the Reader as my DEFINITION of an extraordinary Provi- 
dence to Particulars ; and, not content with that, has put this falie 
and fophiftical Senfe upon them, THAT NO ONE SINGLE Person, 
WITHOUT EXCEPTION, ever eſcaped Puniihment, or ever miffed his 
Reward. And in this monſtrous Senfe he, by the worſt Prerari -; 
* Div, Leg. Vol. II. p. 454. [Vol. III. p. 136, Ed. 410.] 
cation, 
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cation, repeats, and applies them, on every following Occafion, as 
the fole anſwer to all my Reaſonings on the Subject of an extraor- 
dinary Providence. To prepare the Reader thefore, for a proper 
Reception of all the miferable Chicane that arifes out of this his 
MPATON YETAOS, I ſhall here thew, that the Words [no Tranf 
greſſor efcaping Punifbment, nor any Obferver of the Law mifing bis 
Reward} could not mean by any Rules of juft Conſtruction, that 
every fingle Perfon, without Exception, was thus puniſhed and re- 
warded ; but only that this very extraordinary Providence over par- 
ticulars was fo exactly adminiftred, as that po one could hope to 
efcape it, or fear to be forgotten by it. 

Firft then, Let it be obferved, that the Words are no abfolute 
Affertion; but a Conſeguence of fomething afferted.—-AND THEN 
no Tranfgreffor eſcaping. &c. which illative Words the honeft Exa- 
miner omitted. Now what had been aflerted * was fimply this, 
that the extraordinary Providence over the Jews was, in Scripture, 
reprefented as Adminiftered over Particulars; but that this very 
Adminiſtration would of Neceſſity be attended with fome Inequa- 
lities +. Muſt not then the Confequence I draw from theſe Pre- 
miffes be as retrained as the Premiſſes themfelves? Secondly, I 
faid, that God had promifed an equal Providence to Particu- 
Jars, but that he had declared at the fame time how it ſnould 
be adminiftered, viz. in fuch a manner as would occafion fome 
few Exceptions. If therefore Doctor Sykes would not allow me, 
he ought to have allowed God, at leaft, the right of explain- 
ing himfelf. Thirdly, had the Words been abfolute, as they then 
might have admitted of two Senfes, did not common Ingenuity re- 
quire, that I fhould be underſtood in that which was eafieft to prove, 
when it was equally to my Purpofe? Which is an extraordinary 
Providence over Particulars in the manner here explained. But 
there was ftill more than this to lead an ingenuous Man into my 
meaning ; which was, that he might obferve, that I ufed, through- 
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out my whole Difcourfe of the F-wi/b Oeconomy, the Words ex- 
traordinary Providence and equal Providence, as cquivalent. By 
which he would underftand that I all along admitted of Exceptions. 
Fourthly, If fuch rare Cafes of Exception deftroyed an equal Proe 
vidence to Particulars (which Providence I hold), it would de- 
ſtroy with it the equal Providence to the State (which Doc- 
tor Sykes pretends to hold). But if not for the fake of Truth 
in Opinion, yet for fair-dealing in Practice, Doctor Sykes ſhould 
have interpreted my Words not abfolutely, but with Exceptions, 
For thus ftood the Cafe. He quoted two Pofitions from the Di- 
vine Legation, 1. That there was an extraordinary Providence over 
the State in general. 2. Over private Men in particular. He grants 
the firft ; and denies the fecond. But is not the Extent of that Pro- 
vidence underftood to be, in both Cafes, the fame? Now in that 
over the State, he underftands it to have been with Exceptions, as 
appears from his own mention of the Cafe of Achan p. 199; 
and of David, p. 197. Ought he not then, by all the Rules 
of honeft Reafon, to have underftood the Propofition-denied, in 
the fame Senſe he underftands the Propofition-granted? If in the 
Adminiftration over the State in general, there were fome few Ex- 
ceptions, Why not in that over private Men in particular ? 

But if now the candid Reader will afk me why I employed 
Expreffions that, when divorced from the Context, might be 
abuſed by a Caviler to a perverfe meaning, I will tell him: I ufed 
them in Imitation of the Language of the Apoftle, who fays that, 
under the Fewi/o Oeconomy, EVERY Tran/grefion and Difobedience 
received a jufl Recompence of Reward*. And if he be to be under- 
ſtood with Exceptions, why may not I? 

Having now expofed, as it deferves, this Mafter Fallacy, the 
Rabble of Sophifms, which follow it, and pretend to make their 
Fortune by it, are eafily difperfed. But before we come to that, 
we have fomething further to fay to the Paragraph in Hand. We 
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obſctved, that, in concluding it, he returns again to the true State 
of the Queſtion.— Theſe are his Words. But if we defcend to 
** an extraordinary Providence over Particulars even in thofe Times 
«s [the Judges and Kings of Ifrael], 1 do not remember what will 
„amount to Proof.“ To aflift his bad Memory, or long Abſence 
from his Bible, I fhall quote again from Tbe Divine Legation, the 
following Paſſages.— In the Dedication of the firft Temple Solomon ad- 
dreffes bis Prayer to God that the Covenant between bim and the Pese 
ple might remain for ever firm and inviolate, and the old Occcnomy 
be fiill continued. And after having enumerated divers Parts of it, 
be proceeds in thefe Words: When the Heaven is ſhut up, and 
there is no Rain, Becauſe they have finned againſt thee; yet if they 
pray towards this Place, and confefs thy Name, and turn from: 
their Sin when thou doft afflict them: Then hear thou from: 
Heaven, and forgive the Sin of thy Servants, and of thy People 
Trael, when thou haft taught them the good way, wherein they- 
ſnould walk; and fend Rain upon the Land, which thou haft given 
unto thy People for an Inheritance. If there be Dearth in the 
Land, if there be Peftilence, if there be Blafting or Mildew, Locuft 
or Caterpillars; if their Enemies befiege them in the Cities of their 
Land; whatfoever Sore or whatfoever Sickneſs there be: Then 
what Prayer or what Supplication fhall be made of any Man, or of 
all thy People Ifrael, when every one foall know his own Sore, and bis 
own Grief, and thall fpread forth his Hands in this Houfe; then hear 
thou from Heaven and forgive, and render unto every Man according 
unto all his Ways, whofe Heart thou knoweſt . The Pfalmif bears 
bis Teftimony to the fame Oeconomy ; 1 have been young (fays be) and 
now am old: yet have I not feen the Righteous forfaken, nor his Seed 
begging their Bread +. Gon himfelf declares it by the Prophet Iſaiah: 
Say ye to the Righteous that it ſhall be well with him: for they 
ſhall eat the Fruit of their Doings. Wo unto the Wicked, it thall be 
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ill with him: for the Reward of his hands ſhall be given him . And 
again: He that walketh righteoufly and {peaketh uprightly, erc. 
he ſhall dwell on high: his place of Defence ſhall be the Muni- 
tions of Rocks, Bread fhall be given him, his Waters fhall be fure +. 
And we karè from a parabolical Command in Ezekiel bow exaéily 
thefe Promifes were fulfilled : And the Lord faid unto him, Go through 
the Midft of the City, through the Midit of Feruſalem, and fet a 
Mark upon the Foreheads of the Men that figh, and that cry for 
all the Abominations that be done in the midft thereof. And to 
others he faid in mine hearing, Go ye after him through the City, 
and ſmite: let not your Eye fpare, neither have ye Pity. Slay 
utterly old and young, both Maids and little Children, and Women ; 
but come not near any Man upon whom is the Murk; and begin at 
my Sanctuary f. Ce. But Gon, by the Prophet Amos, defcribes 
this Adminifiration of Providence inthe fulliſt manner: Alfo I have 
witholden the Rain from you, when therewas yet three Months 
to the Harveft, and I caufed it to rain upon one City, and caufed 
it not to rain upon another City: one Piece was rained upon, and 
the Piece whereupon it rained not, withered. So two or three 
Cities wandered into one City to drink Water; but they were not 
ſatisfied: yet have ye not returned unto me, faith the Lord. I have 
{mitten you with Blaſting and Mildew, &c.§. Aud again: Lo I 
will command, and I will fift the Houfe of Ifrael amongſt all Na- 
tions, like as Corn is fifted in a Sieve, yet fhall not the leaſt Grain 
fall upon the Earth ||. Yet all this he had overlooked as not amount- 
ing, 1 ſuppoſe, to Proof. 


* Chap. iii. v. 10, 11. 
+ Chap. xxxiii, v. 15, 16. $ Chap. ix. v. 4, 5, 6. 
§ Chap. ir. v. 7-11. Chap. ix. v. 9. 
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X. 


At laft he owns I had allowed, ‘ that the ſacred Writings theme 
1 feives freely fpeak of the Inequality of Providence to Particulars in 
+ fuch a manner as Men living under a common Providence are accuſ- 
** tomed to fpeak*.” Which fhews it was impoſſible I ſhould mean 
the Propofition of No Tranfgrefor ever eſcaping Punifbment, &c. in 
the Senfe he has put upon it. But this is fo far from ſhaming him 
for his Prevarication, that, after having given Examples to confirm 
my Obfervation of the Sacred Writers [peaking of the Inequalities of 
Providence, he goes on thus: This Objection taken from the 
Complaints made by the Sacred Writers was ſo full and ſtrong, 
“ that, though Mr. II arburtan promiſes to prove hereafter that an 
„equal Providence was actually adminiftered, yet, for his Reader's 
«c preſent Satisfaction, he will thew, that thefe Reprefentations of 
« Inequality are very confiflent with that before given of the Equality 
/ Providence. I will examine with as much brevity as 1 can, 
s what he has faid; and leave you to judge whether he has faid 
** enough to give his Reader prejent Satisfaétion +.” 

The firt Remark I fhall make on this Paſſage is, that it repre- 
fents me forced to make an Acknowledgement, not out of any re- 
gerd to Truth, but through Neceſſity. Secondly, where he fays 
that I promife to prove hereafter that an equal Providence was actually 
admin iſtered, he miſtakes, as uſual, my Senfe, and fuppofes I meant, 
in the third Volume of The Divine Legation. Whereas all, who un- 
derftand that Book, know I meant, in the latter part of the Second, 
then in my Hands. And even he himſelf may now fee as much 
by the fhort view I have given of it, in the firft part of thefe Re- 
marks: where {peaking of this Matter, I exprefs myfelf in the fol- 
lowing Terms.—Here the Reader ſbould obferve that my Argument 
does not require me to prove more than that an extraordinary Provi- 

* Exam. of Mr, V Account, &c. p. 188. [See alfo Div. Leg. Vol, III. p. 120. 
of this edition.] t Exam, &c. p. 191. 
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dence is REPRESENTED in Scripture to be adminiſtered: The Proof of 
its REAL Adminiſtration it is the Purpofe of this Work to give through 
the great Mepium of my Thefes, ** The Omiſion of the Doctrine of a 
ts future State of Rewards and Puniſpments. Sf therefore I clearly 
Soew from the whole Fewifo Hiftory that the matter is thus reprefented, 
the Inference from my Medium, which proves the Repręſentution true, 
anfwers all Objections, both as to our inadequate Conception of the Man- 
ner bow fuch a Providence could be adminiflered; and as to certain 
Paffages in holy Scripture that feem to claſb with this its GENERAL 
REPRESENTATION. And yet both thefe Objections (to lave no fradow 
of doubt unfatisfied) are confidered likewife e. Theſe Confiderations 
our Examiner has now attacked. Let us fee with what fuccefs. 
XI. 

He tells the Reader, my firſt Confideration is, That when the 
«e Sacred Writers fpeak of the Inequality of Providence, and the unfit 
“ Dift ibution of Things, they fometimes mean that State of it amongh 
“ their Pagan Neighbours, and not in Judea, as particularly in the 
4% Book of Pfalms and Ecclefaftes, p. 443 +.” To this he replies, 
% Aſapb, or whoever was the Author of the Pfalm before cited, 
„ complains heavily at the Profperity of the Wicked. Theſe wicked 
% Men were, it feems, not Feus, but his Pagan Neighbours 1.“ 
Sc. Would not any one, now believe, that this P/alm before 
cited was one I had cited, to prove that, in the Book of Eſalms the 
Writers of it fometimes mean that State of Providence amongft their 
Pagan Neighbours? So far from it, I had cited it to the very con- 
trary purpofe; as a Proof of the extraordinary Providence to the 
Fewifh People, who are there all along ſpoken of. But what then? 
He had cited it a Page or two before: And his Trade required him 
to cite it again. Or did he, indeed, imagine, that when J faid, 


* Remarks on Several Occafional Reflections, Part I. p. 99, 100. [See alfo Vol. VI. 
p. 329, of this Edition.] 
t Ed. gto. Vol. III. p. 120. 
1 Exam. of Mr. , Account, p. 19, 192. 
The 
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The Writers of tke Beok of Pfalms fometimes fpoke of that State of 
Providence amongft their Pagan Neighbcurs, I meant in every Pialm ? 
It is hard to tell. I have ſometimes catched him at a worſe In- 
ference. However, as he loves to be encouraged, I fhall fay no 
more to him of the Pfalms, till he has cited, and of courfe mif- 
interpreted, every one of them: And then he may hear further 
from me. 

In the other Cafe of Ecelgſigſes (thanks however to the Nature 
of the Book) he has argued fairer at leaſt. Much lefs ſtill (fays 
« he) is the Reflect ĩon of the Preacher in Ecelgſiaſtes defigned to re- 
4s late to his Pagan Neighbours. It is an univerſal Obfervation, 
s that the Work of God is infcrutable even to a Viſe Man. On 
„ which Account the Author propoſes to declare, that no Man could 
*¢ judge of either Love or Hatred by what was before him, fice all 
** Things come alike to all, there is one Event to the Righteous and to 
ss the Wicked, &c. This was an Evil among all Things done und.r the 
Sun, that there is one Event to all, Has he made any Exception 
s for Ifrael? No: but he maintains, toat the Race is not to the 
4 Swift; nor the Battle to the Strong; neither yet Bread to the Wife; 
« nor yet Riches to the Men of Underfianding ; nor yet Favour to Men 
* of Skill; but Time and Chance happeneth to them all, Ecclef. ix, 11. 
* Could a Wife Man, under an Extraordinary Providence himfelf, 
“talk in this Manner, thus Univerfally, and make no Exceptions 
for his own Nation? Did he not fee a Difference betwixt the 
People of Ifrael, and all other People? Or if there was fuch a 
« Difference as Mr. Warburton contends for, could he fail taking No- 
*¢ tice of it? Would not his own People be led into wrong Notions 
by fuch univerfal Aſſertions? I cannot therefore but think, that 
* this Solution given by Mr. Warburton is not only not fofficiently 
s qwell grounded, but that it has no Foundation at all, viz. that the 
% Pfalmift, and the Son of David, {poke of their Pagan Neighbours, 
* and not of the Fews, when they expreſſed themfelves fo ftrongly. 
„ abo-t the Profperity of the Wicked and the Misfortune of good 

s Men.” 
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4 Men “.“ I now begin to think, he had fome reaſon to lament, 
that a right good Critical and Grammatical Comment bas never yet 
been wrote upon the Bible+. Till then I thall beg leave to fupply 
his Wants with a fhort Account of the general Plan and P'urpoſe 
of this famous Book. It is a Philofophical Enquiry into the Céicf 
Good or Summum Bonum, fo univerfal a Subject of Difpute, amongſt 
the Ancient Sages; and managed much in their way; i. e. chiefly 
employed in detecting the falfe Notions of Happinefs. And that it 
was not unufual for Solomon to perfonate the Garb and Manners of 
the Gentile Sages we underſtand by Jeſephus, in the Story he tells 
of Solomon fending Riddles to the King of Tyre as Tryals of the 
Abilities of his wife Men ; whofe Sagacity, at that time, lay chief- 
ly, as we find by Herodotus, towards fuch kind of decyphering. 

This alone is fufficient to ſhew us, that the facred Writer ad- 
dreſſed himfelf to his Countrymen, not fo much under the Idea of 
a ſelected Nation, as to Part cf the Pofterity of Adam and of the 
human Race at large. Otherwife, to what Purpofe was this Philo- 
fophical Inquiry? For as the Chofen People, their Law exprefsly 
pointed out, and led them directly to, the ſupreme good: Which, 
indeed, the Sacred Writer, at laft ends with: And he could do no 
other, both as he was a Few, and as he addreſſed himſelf to his 
Countrymen, neither of whom could long diveft themfelves of their 
peculiar Character. Let us hear the Conclufion of the whole Matter 
(fays he); Fear God and keep bis Commandments, for this is the whole 
Duty of Man J. 

But to be a little more particular. The Boox opens in this man- 
ner:—Vanity of Vanities, all is Vanity. What Profit has a Man of 
all bis Labour which he taketh under the Sun ?—All Things are full of 
Labour. Man cannot utter it : The Eye is not ſatigſed with feeing, 
nor the Ear filled with bearing. The thing that hath been is that. 


Examination of Mr. **, Account, p. 195, 196. 
+ Princip, and Connex. of Nat. and Rev. Relig. p. 21 7. 
1 Chap. Xii. 13. 
which: 
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sehich all bi—and there is no new thing under the Sun. Is there 
any thing whereof it may be faid, See this is new ?—There is no Re- 
sa:mbrance of former things ; neither foall there be any Remembrance of 
things that are to come, with thofe that foall come after*? The 
Propoſitions are here all general; and plainly relative to Mankind 
at large: For {fome of them are not true with reſpect to the choſen 
Nation; fuch as the Affertion that notbing was new under the Sun, 
Ec. But the following Words more exprefsly declare his Meaning 
to be general, And I gave my Heart to feek and fearch out by Wifdom, 
concerning all things that are done under Heaven bave feen all the 
Works that are done under the Sun 1. In the sxcot p Chapter he ftill 
more profefiedly aſſumes the Character of an ancient Sage; and in- 
quires whether happinefs be to be found in Mirth and Jollity; in 
Magnificence; in Luxury; in Wealth; in Power, or in Wiſdom. 
All, but the laft, he gives up. This indeed had fome Pretenfions 
to it: For be found Wifdom exceeded Folly as far as Light exceedeth 
Darknefit. Yet, when he obferved that the fame thing happend 
both to the Fool and the Wife §; he rejected this likewife with the 
reft: And, now floundering deeper and deeper in his Philofophical 
Enquiries, he finks at laft into grofs Epicurifin, There is nothing 
beiter for a Man, than that he foould eat and drink ||, Se. But then 
adding, and of fuch good who can enjoy more than [#* This recalls 
his real Character, and affords him an Opportunity of ending the 
Enquiry in a decent manner, For God giveth to a Man that is good in 
his Sight, Wifdom, and Knowledge, and Fay, but to the Sinner be 
giveth Travel ++, Sc. Which. was done with the fineſt Addrefs ; 
and prevented what he had faid juft before, in his perfonated Cha- 
rafter, from giving Scandal, or being mifunderftood. Let me ob- 
ferve too, that there is no way of reconciling this laft Verfe with 
the 14th, where he declares, that one Event bappeneth to all, than 
by fuppofing, he there {poke of the State of Mankind in general; 


© Chap. i. 2—12, + Ib. 13, 14. t Chap. ii. 13. § Ver. 14. 
Ver. 24. ** Ver, 25. tt Ver. 26. 
: and 
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and here of the ei Nation in particular. On this Principle, 
ſeveral other contradictory Paſſages, to the ſame Purpoſe, muſt 
needs be interpreted. In the ruin p Chapter, having reſumed his 
perſonated Character, he ſecks for Happineſs, and finds nothing 
but Vanity, in the natural Conſtitution of things. In the rovz ri 
Chapter, he feeks it, and finds the fame, in the moral Conſtitutian 
of things. And here he, all along, ſpeaks of Mankind in general. 
I bave feen the Travel which God bath given to the Sous of Men, to 
be exercifed in it. He bath made every thing beautiful in bis Time: 
alfo be bath fet the World in their Heart *.—Nay, there arc fome 
Places where his Thought muft be confined to other Countries, a3 
where he fays, chap. vi. ver. 2. 4 Man to whom God bath given 
Riches, Wealth, and Honour—yet God giveth bim not Power to eat 
thereof, but a STRANGER eateth it. This could not happen under 
Solomon in the Land of Judæa, when Inheritances never went ovt 
of the Twelve Tribes. Again, And morcover I faw under the Sun 
the Place of Judgment that Wickednefs was there, and the Place of 
Righteoufncfs that Iniquity was there +. Are we to think that Solse 
mon was afraid of faying, this was in Judea, which he governed 
abfolutely ; and fo difguifed his Expreſſion to make us believe he 
meant it of the World at large? Or could the Civil Adminiſtra- 
tion of the Land, which he governed with fo much Wifdom and 
Equity, be in the miſerable Condition here defcribed ? The Fourth 
Chapter begins—So I returned and confidered all the Oppraſions that 
are done under the Sun. Returned] from whence? From a Con- 
templation of the natural State of Things (ſpoken of in the pre- 
ceding Chapter) to the moral, every where over the whole Face of 
the habitable Globe ;—al/ the Oppreffions that are done under the Sun. 
But the 13th and 14th Verſes certainly allude to fome fact out of 
Judæa. Better is a poor and wife Child than an old and foolifh King: 
For out of Prifon he cometh to reign; whereas alf be that is born in 
his Kingdom becometh poor. In the fame manner we mutt interpret 


Chap. iii, 10, 11. 1 Ver. 10. 
VoL. VI. U uu the 
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the 14th and 15th Verfes of the ixth Chapter; and the sth, 6th, 
and 7th Verfes of the xth Chapter. From hence, that is, from 
the End of the Fourth Chapter, to the Conclufion of the Book, the 
facred Writer employs himſelf in miſcellaneous Reflections illuf- 
trating and ſupporting his main Queſtion: partly abſtracted, in his 
aſſumed Character of Sage; and partly practical and didaétic, in 
his Charaéter of Preacher: Till he comes to the Conclution of his 
Enquiry after Happinefs, which he places in God. Remember thy 
Creator, &c. And in this Past, agreeable to the Character in which 
he ſpeaks, he ſometimes afferts an egza/ Providence, and fometimes 
an unequal, As where he fays, in behalf of the firſt.—It is good 
thet thou fkould? take hod of this, yea alfo from this withdraw not 
thine Hand, for be that feareth God ſball come ronrn of them all *, 
W’befo keepeth the Commandments ſball FEEL NO EVIL THING +.— 
But it foall not be well with the Wicked, neither ſball be PROLONG HIS 
Days, which are as a Shadow, becaufe be feareth not before God t.— 
On the contrary he fays, in the very following Verfe : There is a 
Vanity which is done upon the Earth, that there be juſt Men unto whom 
it bappeneth according to the Work of the Wicked: Again, there be 
wicked Men to whom it bappeneth according to the Work of the Righ- 
teous §. This is worthy our Obfervation. When, in the preced- 
ing Verfe, he had afferted an egual Providence; and by the Words, 
prolong bis Days, marked it to be fuch a one as we are told in the 
Law, was adminiftred over the Land of Judæa; when he comes 
to fpeak in this Verfe of an unegual Providence, he as plainly inti- 
mates that he meant it in the World at large, by the introductory 
Expreſſion of, There is a Vanity which is done upon the Earth, 

But, how the Book of Eccigfiaſtes came to be written; and how 
it came to be caft into this Form; though fuch an Enquiry might 
tend to illuftrate and fupport our Interpretation; I ſhall not at pre- 
fent, nor, perhaps, ever hereafter, think fit to inform our Exami- 
ner. What has been already faid is more than fufficient to juftify 


Chap. vii. 18. + Chap. viii. 5. T Ver. 13. § Ver. 14. 
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my Affertion, That when the Writer of Ecclefialtes fpeaks of the In- 
equality of Providence, be means that State of it amongft bis Pagan 
Neighbours :—-The Argument ftands thus; There are feveral Places 
in the Book of Ecclefiaffes where an egual Providence is aflcrted ; 
feveral, where an uneguol. Thefe can be only reconciled by fup- 
poling, that, in the firft Cafe, he {peaks of it as adminiftred in the 
Land of Judæa; in the fecond, as in the World at large. The 
Suppofition is juſtified in this manner: 1. by fhewing, that the 
very Expreſſion, in both Cafes, fupports this Diſtinction: 2. that 
the Author fometimes ſpeaks in the perfonated Character of a Sage 
or Philofophic Enquirer after Truth; in which, he tranfports him- 
felf into the World at large: Sometimes, in his own Character of 
a Preacher, where he confines himſelf to the Fewi/b People. But 
to go on now with our Examiner. 


VIII. 


sc Mr. Warburton (fays he) has given us a fecond Solution of 
‘ this Difficulty, no better, I think, than the former. IVe fome- 
«s times find particular Men complaining of Inequalities in Events, 
«s which were indeed the Effecis of a moft equal Providence. Such as 
4 the Punifbment of Pofterity for the Crimes of their Forefathers, and 
« of Subjects for their Kings. Theſe are indeed remarkable Inftances 
4 of an extraordinary equal Providence, where No TRANSGRESSOR 
64 COULD ESCAPE PUNISHMENT, NOR GooD MAN ESCAPE REWARD, 
40 to tell us of tranſgreſſing Forefathers efcaping, and their I No- 
46 CENT CHILDREN BEING PUNISHED; of wicked Kings under no 
4 Misfortunes, and innocent Subjects fuffering on their Account *!” 
And thus he goes on, repeating his wparey pedos, for eight Pages 
together. For now this Myflery of Iniquity begins to work. He 
muft be content therefore to be reminded (for the FIR SC 
€ IW E) that he here ftands charged with putting a Pause 
Senfe upon, no Tranſgreſſor efeaping Puniſbment, c. by which alone 


Exam. of Mr. W’: Account, p. 196, 197. 
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his Argument is fupported. And we ſhall have frequent occafion, 
as we «go along, to repeat his Crime, and fet this black Mark upon 
him. But fo grofs a Mifreprefentation does not ftand fingle. It is 
accompanied with another as grofs, which, however, feems rather 
to be the Fault of his Underſtanding. He exprefsly repreſents me 
as affirming, that, by the Law of God, Innocent CHILDREN 
WERE PUNISHED FOR THEIR GUILTY PARENTS; in a manner that 
cannot be reconciled to Fuflice, or Goodnefi, or Impartiality in an ex- 
traordinary Providence. An atrocious Accufation ! and without a 
Poffilility of Proof. For in this Diſcourſe, which our Author re- 
fers to, and underftands not, I had ſhewn, 1. That where the Pof- 
terity of guilty Parents were deprived of any of their natural un- 
cenditional Rights for their Parents’ Crimes, There, the Pofterity 
were not innocent. Which, I obferved, might be underftood, from 
the Law itfelf; where, although God allowed capital Puniſbment to 
be infliéied for Leſe Majeſty on the Perfon of the Offender, by the deles 
gated Adminiftration of the Lato; yet concerning bis Family or Pofte- 
rity be referved the Inguifition to bimfelf; and exprefsly forbad the 
Magiftrate to meddle with it in the comzon Courfe of Fuftice+. For 
why was the Magiftrate forbid to imitate God's Method of punith- 
ing, but becaufe no Power lefs than omnifcient could, in all Cafes, 
keep clear of Injuftice in fuch a Perquifition? But I obferved fur- 
ther, that God had exprefsly declared why he referved this Method 
of Puniſhment to himfelf, in the Place where he informs us, bow, 
or in what manner, he was pleafed to adminifter it. Your Iniguities 
(fays he) and the Iniguities of your Fathers together $, &c. 2. Thad 
ſnewn, that where an innocent Pofterity fuffered for the Crimes of 
guilty Parents, it was only in the Deprivation of their Civil Condi- 
tional Rights. For the Ifraelites, as Scripture informs us, were fup- 
ported in Judæa by an extraordinary Adminiftration of Provi- 
dence; the Confequence of which were great temporal Bleſſings 


æ Exam. of Mr. IV Account, p. 197. 
+ Divine Legat. Vol. II. p. 458. [VoL III. p. 240. Ed, gto.) 
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given them on Condition; and to which they had no natural 
Claim. Nothing therefore could be more equitable than, on the 
Violation of that Condition, to withdraw thofe extraordinary Blet- 
ſings from a Father thus offending. To confirm which, 1 ſhewed, 
that it exactly correfponded with the Practice of all Statcs, in At- 
taint of Blood and Confifcation *.” And now, was it poſſible for 
the moft arrant Anfwerer by Profefion, had he underftood what 
was faid, to charge me with holding, that by the Law of God, 
Innocent Children were punifoed for their guilty. Parents in a manner 
that cannot be reconciled to Juſtice, or Goodnefi, or Impartiality in an 
extraordinary Providence? Not but we mutt think that he had. 
read that Diſſertation. For there is fcarce any Part of it which, 
under this Head, he does not quote: but in fo abfurd a manner, 
and to fo abfurd Purpofes, as evidently thew, that he underſtood not 
what he read. Of which take the following Inſtances. 

To prove that the Importance of the Doctrine of a Future State 
was well underſtood by Mo/es, I thew, that the Law of punifbing 
the Iniquities of the Fathers upon the Children, was a Provifion op- 
poſed to the inconvenient Confequences of its Omiſon. For that 
the Violence of irregular Paffions would make fome fort of Men, of 
ſtronger Complexions, fuperior to all the Fear of perfonal temporal 
Evil. To lay hold therefore of thefe, and to gain a due aſcendant 
over the moft determined, the Puniſhments, in this Inſtitution, are 
extended to the Poferity of wicked Men; which the inſtinctive 
fondneſs of Parents for their Off-{pring would make terrible, even 
to thofe who had hardened themfelves into an Infenfibility of per- 
fonal Puniſhment +. Now thie, Dr. Sykes, exprefsly reprefents as 
faid to get rid of this Difficulty, viz. How innocent Children 
+ being made to fuffer for their ſinning Parents can be conſiſtent 
„ with the Law of an equal Providence f.” This is ſcarce indeed 
to be believed, though we fee his end in his Prevarication. For now 


* Divine Legat, vol. II. p.459. [Vol III. p. 141. Ed. 4to.] 
+ Ibid, p. 454. [Vol. III. p. 137. Ed. 4to.] 
1 Exam. of Mr. ,. Account, Cc. p. 199. 
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the Auſwer comes out cafy in a mere denial.— This is not cone 
fittest with the Law of an equal Providence.” Whereas had he 
told the Reader Truth concerning my Purpofe, in the Obfervation, 
then, in order to anfwer it, he muft have proved, that the Punith- 
ment on the Pofterity of a wicked Man did not lay hold of his in- 
flin&ive Paſſions; which, 1 fuppofe, would have not been fo eaſy. 
But indeed I am always ready to ſuſpect, that I attribute more to 
Defign in this Writer, than I ought. And, in his Repetition 
of this falie Reprefentation, there is ſomething fo natural, that I 
am almoft ready to acquit him of all Praéice.—* It is certain (ſays 
** be) the inſtiuctive Fondnefs of Parents will reftrain, &c.—But 
*¢ this is Not THE CAsE in hand. The previous SUPPOSITION is, 
that zo Tranfgreffor is to efcape Puniſbment, &c. The Question 
* THEN 18, upon this Suppofition, how a guilty Parent’s Crimes can 
“+ be vifited upon bis innocent Children . For is it poſſible he ſhould 
knowingly venture the being detected in fo grofs a Mifreprefenta- 
tion by any one who will but turn to Page 454+, of the Second 
Edition of the Second Volume of The Divine Legation ? 

His next Obfervation collects his ſcattered Abfurdities together; 
and fo frees us at once from the trouble of any further Quotations 
from him on this Head. 

He fays, the Author of The Divine Legation goes on and obferves 
“that this Puniſbment [of viliting the Iniquities of Fathers upon 
Children] was only to ſupply the want of a Fature State. But 
how will this extraordinary Oeconomy sui this want? The 
Children at prefent fuffer for their Parents Crimes; and are fup- 
+ pofed to be punifhed when they have no guilt. Is not this a 
*¢ plain Act of Harpsnie? And if there be no future State or 
+ Compenfation made, the Hardſhip done muft continue for ever 
« Hardſhip on the unhappy Sufferer . 1. The Queftion is, 


Examination of Mr. V Account, &c. p. 202. 
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whether this Law of punifhing, was a suPPLY to the want of a 
future State? If it laid hold of the Paſſions, as he owns above it 
did, it certainly was a suppLy. However, he will here prove it 
was none. And how? Becauſe it was a HarpsHip. 2. He fup- 
poſes that when Children were puniſhed, in the proper Senfe of 
the Word, they were innocent, which is abſolutely falſe, for then 
they were always guilty. When the innocent were affected by their 
Parents’ Crimes, it was by the deprivation of Benefits, in their Na- 
ture forfeitable. 3. He fuppofes, that if Mofes taught no future 
State, it would then follow that there was none. Which puts 
me in Mind of the fame fort of Confutation which the frf Volume of 
The Divine Legation underwent. Where {peaking of the true 
Foundation of Morality, I obferved, (to the difcredit of Atheifm, 
which I thought deftructive of Society) that an Atheift could not, 
on bis Principles, find any grounds of Moral Obligation. Hence it 
was inferred that, on my reaſoning, an Atheift, who tranſgreſſed 
the Rule of Right, would not deſerve Punifhment. A Conclufion 
founded in the fame Logic with our learned Doctor's, that, if an 
Atheift thought there were no God, then there was none. Other- 
wife, how the right Confequences drawn by him, from Premiſſes 
which he never could have embraced but through a criminal Negli- 
gence or Partiality, fhould be faultlefs, 1 then had not, nor yet 
have Penetration enough to difcover *. 

But he ends his falfe reafoning on this Subject, as all falfe rea- 
foning muft end, when drawn out to that comfortable length with 
which Dr. Sykes always regales his Reader, in compleat unintel- 
lectual Abſurdity. Mr. Warburton (fays be) had before him the 


* I would not here be fuppofed to hint at a very ingenious Writer, who feeme to 
hare fallen into this miftake, in a Difcourfe printed in the Works of the learned for Auguft 
1743, intituled, Remarks upon fame Writers concerning the Foundation of Aforal Obligation. 
A Writer by no Means to be ranked with the Riffraff now upon my Hands. The Dif- 
courfe here mentioned being one of the moft polite, candid, rational Performances, I 
ever faw on that Side the Queſtion; and enlightened with a Spirit of ſublime and un- 
affected Piety, fuperior to all Reaſoning. 

 Pradtice: 
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1 Pradtice of Modern States in attaint of Blood and Confifcation, and 
é he allows this to be done with the higheſt Equity: and fays, 
«s shus it muf needs be under a Theocracy; God fupported the Iſrae- 
« lites in Judea by an oxtraordinary Adminiſtration of bis Providence: 
© The Confiquence of which was great temporal Bleflings given them 
‘© on Condition aud to which they bad no natural Claim. Could any 
s thing be more equitable, than on the Violation of that Condition 10 
“ withdraw thofe extraordinary Blefings from the Children of a Father 
4 thus offending ? p. 457, 458 *. 

1 It is true, that the Yews had zo natural Claim to great tem- 
4 poral Bleſſings. But then they had a Claim to them from exprefs 
‘+ Promife; which is as good a Claim in the prefent Cafe as any 
s natural Claim whatever. They had this Claim indeed on Condi- 
‘ tion; A Condition of certain Behaviour, which if they complied 
“ with, no Obferver was to miſt bis Reward. The Cafe is put of 
«c an innocent Child fuffering on account of a guilty Father. The 
innocent Child has a right to temporal Blefings by virtue of ex- 
s prefs Promife ; and no Sin of the Father can deprive him of thefe 
t Bleffings without a Violation of the Covenant: For if it would, 
„an Oꝶſerver of the Law would mifs bis Reward. It would there- 
« fore in the prefent Cafe be fo far from equitable to withdraw thofe 
«t extraordinary Blefings from the Children of an offending Parent, 
4 that it would be a direct Violation of Contract and Engagement: 
4 It would be a Breach of Promiſe in God, and confequently a thing 
4 impoffible in itfelf+.” What is it that our Anſwerer drives at? 
He grants the Yews had no natural Claim to great temporal Bleſſ - 
ings. He grants, theſe were given on condition of Obedience. He 
grants, that a Puniſhment was denounced on Poſterity for the 
Crimes of their Parents. Theſe three things he grants. Yet he 
affirms ‘ that it would be fo far from equitable to withdraw thofe 
“ extraordinary Bleſſings from the Children of an offending Parent, 


Fd. gto. vol. III. p. 141. 
+ Exam, of Mr. / 1 Account, &c. p. 203, 204. 
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6 that it would be a direct Violation of Contract, and Engagement.” 
And does not this great Legift fee, that a conditional Grant, when 
conveyed through Parents to Children, if forfeited by the Parent, 
does not deſcend, of right, to the Children; and confequently, 
may at any time, with the utmoſt juſtice, be reſumed? For when 
a thing is given to Parents and their Poſterity, on Condition of 
Obedience; and, at the fame time, the Punifhment of offending 
Parents threatened on their Pofterity, is not the Parents’ good Be- 
haviour part of the Condition ? What is it then, that could thus 
confound the Underftanding of our learned Doctor? His own fo- 
phiftical Prevarications. Which generally reward their Inventors 
as the Devil does a Witch, after having ferved them in many jug- 
gling Tricks, at length draws them into a Rope, and there leaves 
them. I had faid that an innocent Pofterity were fometimes punifoed 
for the Crimes of their wicked Fathers. 1 had likewiſe faid that no 
Tranfgrefor efcaped Puniſbment, nor any Obferver of the Law mifid 
bis Reward. Now, inftead of interpreting the firit Propofition as I 
explained it, in the very Place where I ufed it, to fignify no more 
than that an innocent Poſterity were deprived of civil Bleſſings 
which their Fathers had legally forfeited; he repreſents me as fay- 
ing, that by the Law of God, innocent Children were punifhed 
s for their guilty Parents in a manner that cannot be reconciled to 
„ Juftice or Goodnefs or Impartiality in an extraordinary Provi- 
4 dence . Inſtead of interpreting the fecond Propofition in the 
ſenſe of the Apoftle, from whence I borrowed the Expreſſion, who 
fays that under the Yewi/b Oeconomy every Tranſgreſion and Dif- 
obedience received a juſt Recompence and Reward, he will have it to 
be my Meaning that no one fingle Perfon, without Exception, 
ever eſcaped Puniſhment, or ever miffed his Reward: Though, as 
I have thewn, it coutradicts all Logical Rules of Interpretation. 
And now fee what comes of it. By applying thefe Prevarications 
to the place in Queſtion, he argues in ſuch a manner as if he never 
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had the leaft Conception of what others call the common Princi- 
ples of Sente or Juſtice. 


XIII. 


My ‘ third Solution of the Difficulty (he tells us) ſtands thus, 
« admitting the Reality of an equal Providence to Particulars, in the 
t Hebrew State, the Adminiftration of it muf needs be attended with 
«s Juch Circumſtances as fometimes to occafion thoje Obfervations of Ine- 
« quality, i. e. in plain Terms, an egual Providence MUST NEEDS 
« be unequal, Is not this a plain Acknowledgment, that an equal 
Providence cannot be adminiftred at all fince it muft needs be 
*¢ attended with fuch Circumftances as muft appear unequal * }?”— 
I fay, an equal Providence muf needs be attended with Juch Circum- 
frances as to occafion Men's Obfervations of Inequality. This Propo- 
fition he affirms is, in plain Terms, equivalent to this other, that: 
an unequal Providence muf needs be unequal, Which may perhaps 
be true when he has proved thefe three Points: 1. That his Senſe 
of no Tranfgrefor efcaping Punifiment is no Prevarication. 2. That 
fome Inequalities, in an equal Providence, is the fame thing as the 
common Providence. 3. That the Obſervations of Men muft needs 
be infallible. But to thew his anfwer in its full ſhame, let us con- 
fider only the laft of them. The Reader may take notice that the 
Words, immediately preceding thefe, [of Men's Odfervations of 
Incquality| {peak of the Falflood of fuch Obfervations, even in the 
Cafe of David himſelf, Who owned that be was fometimes too Lafly 
in judging of thefe Matters. And that he underflood not the courfe 
of God's Fuftice till be bad confidered the way in which an equal 
Providence muft neceffarily be adminifired under a Theocracy and the 
Confequences of fuch an Adminifiration+. Having faid this, I join it 
to the Propofition in Queftion, by the Conjunction For; [For even 


* Exam. of Mr. W's Account, &c. p. 205. 
+ Div. Leg. Vol. I. p. 445. [L Vol. III. p. 121. Ed, 4to.] 
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admitting] and refer to it by the Pronoun zhofe, [ebofe Osferva- 
tions of Inequality), But we have here to do with a Doctor, as 
little like David in his Piety, as his Senfe: Who if the Admi- 
niftration of an equal Providence, under a Theocracy, muft nceds 
be attended with the Appearances of Inequality, will thew that 
God could not adminifter it at all: Without doubt, upon this 
Principle, that God either ought not, or cannot do, what Man, 
with the Degree of light God has been pleated to give him, can- 
not comprebend, An Argument worthy this gréat Advocate for the 
Light of Nature.—But he is not a Man to be ferious with. Having 
done me the Honour of giving me this Propofition, that an equal 
Providence muft needs be unequal; he will then tell the Reader what 
I muft needs infer from it.—* Is not this (fays be) a plain Ac- 
** knowledgment that an equal Providence cannot be adminiftred at 
* all, ſince“ Since what? The Reader may imagine his Pre- 
miffes require him to conclude thus,—* Since it muft needs be at- 
es tended with fuch Circumftances as occafien an unequal Providence. 
But this would be concluding like other Men. No, he fays— 
i fince it muft needs be attended with fuch Circumftances as to oc- 
“ cafion Men’s OsseRVATIONsS of Inequality.” And thus he him- 
ſelf at length betrays his own Sophiftry. The Truth is, it was fo 
hardy in the Propoftion, that. he was even aſhamed to repeat it in the 
Inference. And fo became the Dupe, not of his returning Honefty, 
but of his deferted Courage. His whole Argument indeed is onc 
complicated Sophiftry. Firſt, he takes what is there faid of Men’s 
Obfervations of Inequality to be true Obfervations ; whereas, they 
are there faid to be falfe ones. Secondly, he makes them to fignify 
that Men obſerved an unequal Providence; whereas they mean that 
Men obferved ſome Inequalities in an equal Providence: which (whe- 
ther he underftands it or no) is a very different thing. 

He goes on thus: But the Inftances he brings to sorve this 
“ Difficulty [namely the Appearances of Inequality] are fo many 
clear Proofs againſt the thing itfelf*.” How unlucky ! The Ja- 
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frances I brought were to thew from whence the Difficulty arof, not 
to five it. But with this Writer, to folve or to raife a Difficulty 
is indeed much the fame. Well, the /nfances however are theſe. 
1. It appears from the reafan of the thing that this Adminiftration 
did not begin to be exerted in particular Cafes, till the civil Laws 
of the Republic bad failed of their Efficacy. Thus where any Crime, 
as for Inflance, Diſobedience to Parents, was public, it became the Ob. 
Jeet of the civil Tribunal, and is accordingly ordered to be puniſbed by: 
the Judge. But when private and fecret, then it became the Ob- 
jet of Divine Vengeance T. Now the Confequence of this was, that 
when the Laws were remifly or corruptly adminifired, good and ill 
would fometimes happen unequally to Men. For we are not to fuppsfe 
that Providence in this cafe generally interfered, till the corrupt admi- 
niftration itfelf, when ripe for Vengeance, bad been firft puniſbed. 2. In 
this extraordinary Adminifiration, one Part of the wicked was fome- 
times fuffered as a Scourge to the other. 3. The extraordinary Provi- 
dence to the State might fometimes claſb with that to Particulars, ae 
in the Plague for numbering the People. 4. Sometimes the extraordi- 
nary Providence was fufpended for a Seafon to bring on a national Re- 
pentance: But at the fame Time this Sufpenfion was publickly de- 
nounced 1. And avery fivere Punifhment it was, as leaving a State, 
which had not the Sanction of a future State of Rewards and Puniſb- 
ments, in a very difconfolate Condition. And this was what occafioned the 
Complaints of the impatient Jews 9, after they bad been fo long accuf- 
tomed to an extraordinary Adminiftration ||. 
Now what is our Doctor's Anſwer to all this? Why ſtill the 
old Song. If he is obliged in Virtue of the Theocracy to fee 
“ that zo Tranjgreffor efcapes Puniſbment . And again, . becaufe 


* Exod, xxi. 15. and 17. 
1 Deut. xxvii. 16, and Prov. xxx. 17. 
1 Iſaiah iii. 5. Chap. lix. 2. Chap. lxiv. 7. 
§ Ifaiah v. 19. Jerem. xvii, 15. Amos v. 18, Zeph. i. 12. Malac. ii, 17. 
I Divine Legat, Vol. II. p. 445, 446. [Vol. LI. p. 121, 122. Ed. 4to.] 
Exam. of Mr. Account, p. 206. 
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“ otherwife, fome Tranfgrefors would eſcupe Punifement .. And 
& again, whether an extraordinary Providence over Particulars was 
then engaged fo as that no Tran/greffor foould ęſcape Punifbment, no 
4 Obferver of the Law ſbould miſt prefent temporal Blefings, is the 
Point to be proved +.” And again The great Point was firft 
to have proved, that ever there was fuch an extraordinary Provi- 
* dence to Particulars as that no Tranſgreſſor ever ęſcaped Punifbe 
“* ment, nor did any Obſerver of the Law miſi bis prefent Reward }.” 
This therefore being all his Anfwer, I had given him his Re- 
ply before-hand. And have now nothing to do but to arraign him 
again, for a SECOND ACTODPIPT of putting off his falfe 
Ware. 

But his Logic is fo very entertaining, that he will allow us to. 
divert ourfelves with it a little; efpecially as he has given us fo 
much leifure, by trufting all to one pitiful Sophiſm. It is where 
he fays, It appears from the Reafon of the thing, that this Admi- 
4 niffration did not begin to be exerted in particular Cafes, till the Civil 
“ Laws of the Republic had failed of their Efficacy. Thus, where any 
4 Crime, as for bilance, Difobedience to Parents, was public, it be- 
« came the Object of the Civil Tribunal, and is accordingly ordered to 
«s be punifbed by the Fudge. But when private and fecret, then it be- 
sc came the Object of divine Vengeance. Let this be admitted. Now, 
“ fays Mr. Warburton, the Confequence of this was, that when the 
+ Laws were remifsly or corruptly adminifired, Good and Il would 
«s fometimes happen unequally to Men. 

„On the contrary, I fay, that this is no Confequence at all: 
For upon Suppofition of an extraordinary Providence, equally ad- 
1 miniftred, the guilty Perfons ought to ſuffer by Divine Vengeance, 
and the corrupt and remiſs Magiftrate too, as beiug guilty of a 
« Crime in not doing his Duty g. Here we fee our Diiputant 
miftook, which part of the Syllogifm he was to oppoſe: And fo. 
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inſtead of the Premiffes, denied the Conclufion. For if he will admit 
that the Adminifiration did not begin to be exerted till the civil Laws 
had failed, the Confequence is neceſſary, that, when the civil Laws 
were remiſily executed, Good and Ill would fometimes fall unequally.— 
No Confiquence at all, fays Dr. Sykes. Why? becaufe upon Sup- 
« pofitio of an extraordinary Providence equally adminiftred, the 
„ guilty Perfons ought to fuffer by divine Vengeance, &e” A 
Man is to be tried by the common Commiffion of Oyer and Ter- 
miner. Let this be admitted, fays our Difputant. Why then, fay 
I, the Confequence is, that he muft ftay till that Time comes. 
This is no Confequence at all, replies he; for, upon Suppofition that he 
ought to be hanged fooner, he ought to be tried fooner. But then, 
good Doctor, if you had this Suppofition in referve, why did you 
admit my Premiſſes, which, when admitted, exclude your Suppofition ? 
—I thought I had done with him on this head when I had laughed 
at him; but there is fomething fo malignant againft the Law it- 
felf, in his Anfwer to what I fay of the Su/penfion of an extraor- 
dinary Providence, that the Reader muft bear a little longer with 
us both. ‘ This Su/penfion (he tells the Reader) I fay was pub- 
, lickly denounced. But (he fays) not one Proof is produced of fuch 
+ a public Denunciation of the Sufpenfion of the extraordinary 
% Providence to Particulars. The only Paflages referred to for 
“ this Public Denunciation,—are {aiab iii. 5. lix. 2. lxiv. 7.— 
“ Here is certainly a great Evil threatened to Feruſalem and Judah; 
“ but as for a Sufpenfion of an extraordinary Providence, HERE 1s 
“ not one Won . —Ilt is as true now as it was then, that Iniqui- 
ties will feparate between us and God; and it has no relation to 
any Suſpenſion of an extraordinary Providence for a particular 
* Time . Was there ever fuch a Reafoner! Suppoſe from a 
Paffage in Livy, which {peaks of the Creation of a Diéator, I 
fhould infer that the Confular and Senatorial, the Tribunitial and 
Popular Powers were all for a time ſuſpended; would it be fufficient 
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to fay,—No; all which that Paflage proves is the erection of a 
fupreme Magittrate ; And erecting a ſupreme Magiftrate, which is 
a thing that may be done now, does not infer the Suſpenſion of 
thofe particular Powers. If to this fine reafoning, it be replied, that 
the Inference was fair, becaufe, from other Parts of Livy, we 
learn there were fuch power in the Roman State; which confe- 
quently on the erection of an higher muft needs be fufpended ; would 
not that teach the Reader a ready Anfwer to our Doctor? Is not 
an extraordinary Providence as clearly declared by the Law of Mofes, 
as the Conſular and Tribunitial Power by the Law of Rome? And 
confequently, when God tells his People that he will withdraw his 
Face from them for their Sins, and return to them on their Repen- 
tance, is not this as plain a Denunciation of the Sufpenfion of that ex- 
traordinary Providence, as the Creation of a Dictator was a Suſpenſion 
of all the other Magiftracies ? But fo perverſe are thefe Anfwerers, and 
fo much Strangers to their Bible, that an extraordinary Providence to 
Particulars, which isa Scripture Doctrine they difpute with me as if 
it was my own; and a Future State amongſt the Fee's, which is 
their own, they would have not difputed, as if it were a Scripture 
Doctrine.— This being premiſed, let the Bible now ſpeak for itſelf. 
Jaiab iii. For bebold the Lord of Hofts doth take away from Jerufalem 
and from Judah the Stay and the Staff, the whole Stay of Bread and 
the whole Stay of Water,—Thy Men foall fall by the Sword, and thy 
Mighty in the War, v. 1—25. Chap. lix. Bebold the Lord's Hand is 
not ſbortened that it cannot fave; neither bis Ear heavy that it cannot 
Bear. But your Iniquities have feparated between you and your God, 
and your Sins baue bid bis Face from you, that be will not hear, &c. 
v. 1, 2. Ch. lxii. In all their afflidtion be was aſſticted, and the Angel 
of bis Prefence faved them: In bis Love and bis Pity he redeemed them, 
and be BARE THEM, AND CARRIED THEM ALL THE Days or OLD. 
But they REBELLED, and vexed bis holy Spirit; therefore be was turned 
to be their Enemy, and be fought againfl them, v. 10, 11. Ch. lxiv. 
And there is none that calleth upon thy Name, that flirreth up bimfelf 

to. 
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to take hold of thee: for thou haf hid thy Face from us, and haf cone 
fumed us becaufe of our Iniquities, v. 7. 

Well, fays he. But let us admit that a Sufpenfion of the ex- 
4c tracrdinary Providence was publickly denounced, in thefe Paf- 
„ fapes of the Prophet. Jt was a very fevere Punifoment. To 
« whom? Why to all the Yews—aLrx of that Nation, the Virtuous 
4 and Wicked, the Good and the Bad #.—Again, “¢ The Fews had 
been much accuftomed to an extraordinary Difpenfation, and now 
« this extraordinary Providence is fufpended and publickly known 
“to be fo. This was a fevere Punifbment certainly to ALL good 
4 Men, becaufe God was wont, and had engaged himſelf to grant 
*¢ particular Bleſſings to all fuch; WHEREAS BY THIS SUSPENSION 
4t THEY WERE NO LONGER INTITULED TO ANY OF THEM +.” 
This is his Reprefentation of the State of the Cafe: and from this 
he forms all his Difficulties againft my Reafoning. Where he got 
it, I know not: But certainly not from the Bible; the Book of all 
others he feems the leaft acquainted with. Had he looked into 
That, he would have found that he had given the moft falfe and 
injurious, becaufe moft contrary Reprefentation of this whole matter. 
For the Bible tells us, that the Severity of the Punifbment, in this 
Sujfpenfion, fell, as it ought, not upon the Good, but upon the Evil 
only. Hear God’s own exprefs Declaration in the very Place, 
where this Sufpenfion is denounced, viz. the third Chapter of J/aiah ; 
which, too, our Examiner pretends to have read. Say YE TO 
THE RIGHTEOUS THAT IT SHALL BE WELL WITH HIM: FOR THEY 
SHALL EAT THE Fruir or THEIR Dornes. Wo UNTO THE 
WICKED, IT SHALL BE ILL WITH HIM; FOR THE REWARD OF 
His IIAN Ds SHALL BE GIVEN HIM, 10, 11. And we learn, from 
a Parabolical Command in Ezekiel, how exactly thefe Promifes 
were fulfilled—And the Lord faid unto him, Go through the midh of 
the City, through the midh of Jerufalem, and fet a Mark upon the 
Forebeads of the Men that figh, and that cry for all the Abominations 
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that be done in the midh thereof. And to others be fuid in mine 
bearing, Go ye after bim through the City and fmite: Let not your 
Eye ſpare, neither bave you Pity, Slay utterly old and young, both 
Maids and little Children and Women; but come not near any Man 
upon whom is the Mark; and begin at my Sanctuary, Ec. chap. ix. 
4—0.—And now, will our learned Doctor be pleafed to take tisis 
for an Anfwer likewife to the concluding Words of his Paragraph ? 
The great Point was firſt to have been proved that ever there 
% was fuch an extraordinary Providence to Particulars—This, I 
+ fay, ſhould firft have been proved; which, I apprehend, has not 
„ been done. Nor, in courfe, will any of theſe Paflages from 
‘* the Prophets prove a Sufpenfion of that equal Providence over 
% Particulars, which seems never to have been exerted *. 

I ſhould not leave the Paflage, here quoted, without obferving, 
that, where I have made the Break, it went on with the old Sophiim, 
in this manner, —** As that no Tranfgrefor ever ęſcaped Puniſbment, 
s nor did any Obferver of the Law miſi bis prefent Reward.” But I 
wave it, as beginning now to pity him. It has been obferved of 
your notorious Story-tellers, that, by often repeating a favourite 
Tale, they have at laft come to believe themſelves. And thus it 
feems to be with our good Doctor. He has urged His own Senfe of 
the Propofition fo often to all my Arguments (not lefs, I dare fay, 
than twenty Times) that lie now feems in good earnefl, to take it 
for nine. 


XIV. 


But we are drawing towards a Concluſion with him. The Author 
of The Divine Legation (fays he) „ proceeds, in the laft Place, to 
„give a full and general Solution of the Difficulty. It ftands thus: 
% The common Cauſe of thefe Complaints arofe from the gradual with- 
% drawing the extraordinary Providence. Under the Judges it was 
** perfetily equal. When the People bad rebelliouſiy demanded a King, 
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*¢ and—God fuffered the Theocracy to be adminiflered by a Viceroy, 
+ there was—a great Abatement in the Vigour of this extraordinary 
“ Providence—From hence to the Time of the Captivity the extraordi- 
“ nary Providence kept gradually decaying ; till, on their full Setile- 
1 ment after their Return, it entirely ceafed.—This leaves us as much 
‘+ in the dark as any of the Solutions before given. For the ex- 
4 traordinary Providence over Particulars (by which 1s ALways 
„AN r foch a Providence that no Tranfgreffor gſcaped Puniſbment, 
1 nor Obferver of the Law miffed bis Reward) kept gradually de- 
s caying to the Captivity. After Samuel's Time there was a great 
« Abatement in its Vigour; and, from this Time, it gradually de- 
** cayed. Its Abatement then muft be in not inflicting conftantly 
4 temporal Evils on the one, or in not giving conſtantly temporal 
“ Evils to the other: or elſe“ - Well, to ftop him thort, it did con- 
ſiſt in not giving conflantly. What then? Why then (fays he) (it 
cannot be the former of theſe Notions, becauſe if the equal Pro- 
** vidence was not conftant, it would come to be the fame as unequal. 
For what is the common Providence, or not extraordinary, but 
here Tranfgreffors are often not punithed here, but go on and 
1 profper in their Wickednefs ; and good Men are often not re- 
« warded but fometimes fuffer ??“ A moft admirable Argument ! 
and, as well exprefied. It cannot (fays he) be the former of thefe 
Notions—Mieaning, I fuppofe, that if the former of thefe Notions 
be mine, he will thew it to be a falfe one. Well, but his Reaſon: 
% BECAUSE if an EQUAL Providence was not conftant, it would come 
“ to be the fame as UNEQUAL.” Very well quibbled again. What 
is not perfectly equal muft needs be unequal, Therefore, as more 
than Ten may be either Eleven or Eleven Thouſand; fo unequal 
may fignify, as well the higheft Degree of Inequality, fuch as that 
Providence exercifed at preſent, or fome fmall Deviation only from 
Equality. And this being fo, he only defires you, in courtefy tə 
his Argument, to underftand it in the firft Senfe. And then with 
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the fame fuccefs, he will difpute againft the Moon’s equal or regu- 
lar Motion round the Earth. You Aftronomers, fays he (for, to do 
him Juftice, nothing comes amifs to him; he has confounded all 
Men in their Turns, and put every Science out of Countenance) you 
contend for the Moon’s equal or regular Motion ; and yet you are 
Sorced to confefs that there are fome Incqualities or Irregularities 
in that Motion, arifing from the Sun’s Attraétion, the elliptical 
Figure of its Orbit, and its not moving in the plain of the Earth’s 
Motion. Now if your equal Motion 6e not conflant, it would come 
to be the fame as unequal, For what is regular Motion but that 
which has no Irregularities? In thort, you have a great Difficulty 
to furmount when you attempt upon your Scheme of Equality to ac- 
count for the Reprefentations of Inequality, which Nature fo plainly 
makes. As great Authors as you are, what bas been hitherto pub- 
lifbed is all Confufion, and full of inextricable Difficulties. 

But, to make his Argument wear the better, he has lined his 
Quibble with an Equivocation. Obferve his Words: Jan equal Pro- 
vidence (fays he) was not conflant, IT WOULD COME to be the fame as 
unequal, But ben? Why the Quibble encourages you to under- 
ftand prefently; which is to the Purpofe: But if that fail, the 
Equivocation authorizes you to underftand many Ages afterwards, 
though it be nothing to the Purpofe.—This equal Providence of 
Heaven kept gradually declining in its Vigour, till it became at laft 
the prefent Common unequal Providence; and fo could be no longer 
called equal or extraordinary. Thus again, the regular Motion of 
the Moon, as our great Philofopher, who has fo well accounted for 
its prefent Irregularities, tells us, will probably, for the Reafons 
he affigns, grow more and more irregular, till it become at laft fo 
unconftant, that it will be no longer a regular but an irregular 
Motion. 

But we are not got to the ftrefs of the Affair. The old Sophifm 
lies yet at the bottom of the Inkhorn: But now indeed fo worn 
and hacknied, that it is ſcarce able to fupport a mifcrable Quibble. 

Yyy2 Yet 
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Yet it ſtill puts its beft Foot forward. This choice Reafoning being 
introduced as uſual, The extraordinary Providence over Particu- 
lars; by which 1s ALWAYS MEANT fuch a Providence that No 
“ Tranfereflor efcaped Punifbment, nor Obſerver of the Law miffed 
“ bis Reward,"——=ALWAYS MEANT! Yes, truly, I can’t but fay 
he is conftant enough in this Meaning. For which Reafon I muft 
here, for the THIRD TIYE, remind him whom it belongs 
to.. Mr. Warburton (fays he) produces fome Evidence that an 
‘+ extraordinary Providence revived after the return from the Capti- 
vity. He cites Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi. But none of thefe 
% Places prove any thing more than a promifed Bleſſing to the 
s Fews nationally confidered *.” Indeed? Why then had he not 
the Honefty to quote thofe Places in The Divine Legation which do 
prove more? particularly from the Prophet Amos, where this ex- 
traordinary Providence is confidered as adminiftred to Particulars. 
The Words quoted in Page 438 of Vol. II. + of The Divine Legation 
are thefe—Al/o I have withbolden the Rain from you, when there was 
yet three Months to the Harve, AND I CAUSED IT TO RAIN UPON 
ONE CITY, AND CAUSED IT NOT TO RAIN UPON ANOTHER CITY, 
ONE PIECE WAS RAINED UPON, AND THE PIECE WHEREUPON IT 
RAINED NOT, WITHERED {.—But he goes on It proves a very 
+ ftrong Promife to blefs the Nation of the Sews—But as toa 

“ Proof of an extraordinary Providence in the Senfe that No TRAns- 
„ GRSSSOR WAS TO ESCAPE PUNISHMENT, NOR NO OBSERVER OF 
% THE Law Miss His RewarbD, I cannot fee the force of his Ar- 
“ gument §.” But I can fee the Force of His, though: And 
therefore here again accufe him, for the FOURCH and laft Time, 
of a very vile Prevarication that has run through all his Reafoning 
upon this Subject. 
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And now we are happily got through his whole Examination of 
my Account of the Nature of the Jewith Theocracy. A very ſingular 
Compofition truly! One Part Blunder, and two Parts Fallacy! 
Which though it may fometimes make, as a great Writer aſſures 
us, a good Man of the World, has here however made a very bad 
Pamphlet. And no wonder. For this kind of Compoſition re- 
quires, in both Cafes, a very nice Adjuftment. Otherwiſe, in 
playing the Knave (whether it be on Paper or in Public) Folly is 
fo apt to get the upper Hand, that very often the firt Dupe a de- 
figning Man makes, is himſelf: As, not to mince the Matter, in 
the Cafe of our Examining Doctor, whofe Wantonnefs in under- 
taking a Subject he did not underftand, has fo far outſtript his Art 
in managing it, that, before his Fallacy had Time to impofe upon 
others, his too frequent and indifcreet Repetition of it had fo worked 
upon himſelf, that he became no longer able to judge of any thing 
I had written: And therefore confefles (and I dare fay truly) that 
what I have HITHERTO PUBLISHED is ALL Confusion, to him, 
AND FULL OF INEXTRICABLE DIFFICULTIES *. 


But "tis the Sport to have the Engineer 
% Hoift with his own Petar.” 


WE have now paſſed through our Two Examining Doctors. 
Happy for them had they but known or underſtood that Maxim of 
a certain celebrated French Writer, DE PRENDRE POUR VRAI CE QUE 
PIT UN AUTEUR, SANS REJETTER COMME FAUX CE QU'IL NE 
DIT PAs. In thefe we find fo great a Similitude of Talents, that 
Dr. S. might very well be miftaken for Dr. S. were it not for fome 
minuter Differences; a kind of Polemic Badges, that juft ferve to 
tell us to what Party either Wearer belongs. 

But adjufting the Merits of fuch kind of Authors, is now the 
leaſt of my Concern. I here bid a final Adieu to Controverſy, unlets 
fome very grofs Provocation draw me back. For though 1 have 
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not overloaded the Public with Writings of this fort, nor attempted 
to engage its Attention but on Subjects of high Importance; yet 
even thefe will receive their beft Defence and Support, by being 
carefully confidered together, in the Order I firft delivered them. 
For, as Lord Bacon fays excellently well, Tue HARMONY OF A 
Science, SUPPORTING EACH PART THE OTHER, IS AND OUGHT 
TO BE THE TRUE AND BRIEF CONFUTATION AND SUPPRESSION OF 
ALL THE SMALLER SORTS OF OBJECTIONS. 

But in taking a formal leave it may perhaps be expected, that I 
ſhould fay fomething why J ever anſwered at all: And why I an- 
{wered in this manner. 

To the firft of thefe Queftions I muft needs confefs, that I have 
never yet feen any thing which, in my own opinion, deferved my 
notice. But I was willing to fubmit to better Judgments. Tke 
Public (fays a Friend) by what I can perceive, thinks there is fome- 
thing in this Pampblet —thinks there may be fomething in that, Well, 
I fubfcribe to the public Judgment. I examine, I write, I confute. 
Aud what do I get by it? The Mortification of being told, that 
now, forfooth, the Public wonders why I fhould ſpend my. Time upon 
Juch Writers. And in this manner 1 have been ferved—more than 
once—The Public fays 7516; the Public fays chat: In fhort, the 
Public’s a Wag, and loves to divert itfelf at the Expence of us poor 
Authors. Of which Diverfion, having fo fairly contributed my 
Quota, I thall now beg leave to retire—Luffi ſatis.— 

As to the Manner in which I have anſwered fome of my Adverfa- 
ries: Their infufferable Abufe, and my own Love of Quiet, made 
it neceflary. I had tried all ways to filence an iniquitous Clamour; 
by Neglect of it; by good Words, by an Explanation of my Mean- 
ing; and all without Effect. The Fic? Volume of this obnoxious 
Work had not been out many Days, before I was fallen upon by a 
furious Ecclefiaftical News - writer, with the utmoft Brutality. All 
the Return I then made, or then ever intended to make, was a Vin · 
dication of my moral Character, wrote with fuch Temper and For- 
bearance as feemed Affectation to thofe who did not know that I 

only 


OCCASIONAL REFLECTIONS, $35 


only wanted to be quiet. But I reckoned without my Hoft. ‘Ihe 
angry Man became ten times more outrageous. What was now tu 
be done? I tryed another Method with him. I drew his Picture: 
I expofed him naked; and ſhewed the Public of what Parts and 
Principles this Tumour was made up. It had its Effect; and J never 
heard more of him. On this Occaſion, let me tell the Reader a 
Story. As a Scotch Bag-piper was traverſing the Mountains of Uffer, 
he was, one Evening, encountered by a Sunger-flarved Irib Wolf. 
In this Diftrefs, the poor Man could think of nothing better than 
to open his Wallet, and try the Effects of his Hofpitality. Ife did 
fo: and the Savage ſwallowed all that was thrown him with fo im- 
proving a Voracity, as if his Appetite was but juft coming to him. 
The whole Stock of Provifion, you may be fure, was foon ſpent. 
And now, his only Recourfe was to the Virtue of the Bap-pipe ; 
which the Monfter no fooner heard, than he took to the Mountains 
with the fame Precipitation that he had come down. The poor 
Piper could not fo perfectly enjoy his Deliverance, but that, with 
an angry Look at parting, he fhook his Head, and faid, Ay! are 
thefe your Tricks ?— Had I known yonr Humour, you ſbould have bad 
your Mufic before Supper. 

But though I had the Caduceus of Peace i in my Hands, yet it was 
only in Cafes of Neceffity that I made ufe of it. And therefore I 
chofe to let pafs, without any Chaftifement, fuch impotent Railers 
as Dr. Richard Grey, and one Bate, a Zany to a Mountebank. On 
the other hand, when I happened to be engaged with tuch very 
learned and candid Writers as Dr. Middleton and The Mafler of the 
Charter-houfe, 1 gave fufficient Proof how much I preferred a dif- 
ferent manner of carrying on a Controverfy, would my Anſwerers 
but afford me the Occaſion. But alas! as I never ftou/d have fuch 
learned Men long my Adverfaries, and never tou/d nave theſe other 
my Friends, I found that, if I wrote at all, I muft be condemned 
toa manner, which all, who know me, know to be moft abhor- 
rent to my natural Temper. So, on the whole, I refolved to quit 
my hands of them at once: And turn again to nobler Game, more 
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Suitsble, as Dr. Stebbing tells me, to my Clerical Function, that pef- 
tileut Herd of libertine Scriblers, with which the Iſland is over-run ; 
whom I would hunt down, as good King Edgar did his Wolves ; 
from the mighty Author of Chriftianity as old as the Creation, to the 
drunken blaſpheming Cobler, who wrote againſt Fefus and the Re- 
Jurrečlion *. 

To conclude, then, if hitherto, in the Courfe of my juft Vindi- 
cation, any thing has efcaped me, offentive to the candid Reader, I 
heartily with it unfaid. Not for the fake of thofe, the fo proper 
Subjects of it, for Si indignus qui facerem, at illi digni bac contumelia 
fant maxime: but for the fake of the Public, to whom I have Ob- 
ligations for their fair and generous Reception of my Writings. Not 
Lut the Candour and Equity of their Judgment will, 1 know, 
always carry along with it what I am now about to fay, in Alle- 
viation of any Harfhnefs that may have efcaped me, under all the 
Calumny that Envy, in the Difguife of falfe Zeal, has fo liberally 
poured out upon me: Which is this: That my fole Motive in writ- 
ing The Divine Legation was the Difcovery and Advancement of 
Truth, and (in that) the Support and Eſtabliſhment of Revelation. 
And if I needed a Voucher, I have the Plegſure to obferve, that 
the Encouragement given to this Attempt, is fufficient to thew, that 
no confiderable Man, either in Church or State, did, indeed, ever 
think that I had any other Motive. 


In a Pamphlet, intituled, The Refarredion of Jefus demonfirated to bave no Proof. In 
anfever te alate Pamphlet, called, the Reſurrection of Jefus cleared, &. London, printed 
Her J. Jackman, in Feet Street. Price One Shilling But fome fay this was no Cobler, 
but Pr. Morgan's own Apothecary ; who now writes by his Mafter’s Receipts. Indeed, 
he is of fo flrong a Complexion as to make it very probable he muft be one whofe 
Trade it has been to apply himfelf only to the wrong End of Human Kind. But whether 
he be . f this, or the other cleaner Trade, I would recommend it to the fine Gentlemen 
to confider, if it will not foon be neceffary, for their Honour, to profefs themfelves on 
the Sice of Religion, fince Jafdelity is thus fallen into Attainder, and can now defcend 
no lower, 
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